MACAARITGINT: TAA: 


THE TATTVASARA OF 
SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 


(1) 
Alaaraaqag agar 
Sat aa wead faa: ger | 
at aeaaita afastacanrdtat 
: 9 
wa: #4 alaquala aifiaga: |) 2 II 
My mind is eagerly bent upon associating (itself) 
with the lotus-feet of (my preceptor) Sri Visnucitta; 
if there is no such association, then how, even fora 
person like myself the true import of the sayings of 


Sri Ramanuja would become easy to be expounded 
(in the text of Tattvasara). 


The author Sri Varadacarya commences his treatise 
by offering salutations to his preceptor Sri Visnucitta. 


(2-3) 


& of gaa stat faa: sagen a9 
ANE AY Tea TAaaAA | 
afraaaas: Salsa raia- 

aonfage faa site atid af i 2 1 
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a ae alae: at a: ale: ofa aaa 

a a aaa: sone at gateqaia | 

afi gana areaaate aaa a: 

geld fs aaa sladeateaa: ll 2 1 


In none of the works of the learned, could we 
find the elegant style (that is manifested in the writings 
of Sri Ramanuja). (This) I swear by the name of 
Lord Vignu. I consider that the power of a mosquito 
could serve as an illustration of my ability (to 
expound the teachings of Sri Ramanuja). But the 
radiance of the sayings of Sri Ramanuja capable of 
silencing the group of opponents fully, is eternally 
awake in me and gives fame to me. 


Never indeed is there (in me) the conceit of being 
a poet. There is no acquaintance with the systems 
of Gautama, Kanada, Kumarila or Prabhakara. Nor 
is there any acquaintance with any otherscience. This, 
however, does not constitute any defect in me. It is 
because a close study of the teachings of Sri RamAanuja 
gives victory to me everywhere. 


The author gives expression to his deep conviction of 
his unworthiness to expound the texts of Sri Ramanuja. 
And he says that his close study of the teachings of Sri 
RamAnuja enables him to fulfil the task of expounding the 
latter This implies lack of show of conceit on the part of 
our author. This he explains by comparing his ability to 
expound the texts of Sri Ramanuja to the power of a 
mosquito. 
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(4) 
aaa arastardttaiskig 9 ase | 
ae Ataaehaamsra: & walzarara: 2 I 


Wherefore is the possibility of the disputants be- 
fore him who is a crest-jewel in the assembly of the 
learned and who has made a close study of the sayings 
of Sri Ramanuja to understand their import. 


_ The author ascribes to Sri Ramanuja the credit for his 
being a crest-jewel in the assembly of the learned. 


(5-6) 
[serarttrercat] 
Aeaq saad 4 wala sqafeara ar 
ataceatia: ea sqaatleea a fadtad | 
Req: Bar ga weadtaa ae ga: 
gay SaTaata Wf ot Aa 1 4 1 
BARRA — 
a: calf Reames qe: fat ateaci 
Faak a ae aaragaet Aqsa aa: | 
cqeabanaaaead aat aaa, 
qe: akaqaa qealae sqakmaeala ii & i 
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Fijtiasadhikaranam 


Knowledge of significative relation between a 
word and its sense does not arise from any source 
excepting verbal usages (of the elderly people). No 
one would employ a sentence in respect of a factor 
that is not action, and no one would act in respect of 
a factor that cannot be accomplished. Thus it 
is ascertained that the import of every word is 
what is to be accomplished. Therefore the Veda too 
is valid in respect of what is to be accomplished. 
When such is the case, how could the Veda attain 
validity in respect of the self which is always existent? 


The reply: A man is instructed by the expressive 
movement of the hand of the other man thus: “Let the 
stick present in the room be conveyed to Caitra.” The 
person (who has been instructed), being zealously 
active to convey the presence of the stick in the room 
to Gaitra, utters the sentence (In this room there exists 
a stick) to him. The child who is different from the 
(above) three, notices like a dumb man the distinct 
forms of actions (such as the expressive movement of 
the hand, etc.); and, on hearing the statement 
(namely, ‘the stick is in the room’), understands that 
the sentence is significative of the sense (of presence 
of the stick). 


The import of a proposition according to Prabhakaras 
is a command or an injunction. This leads one directly to 
the accomplishment of something. The Prabhakara school 
argues that this view is derived from the observation of 
how a child learns a language. From imperative sentences 
like ‘fetch the cow,” ‘‘fetch the horse,” etc, which are 
used by the old, there arises activity on the part of one to 
whom such sentences are addressed- The child gets at the 
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meanings of individual words by comparing and contrasting 
imperative sentences like gam dnaya, gam badhina, aSvam 
dnaya which are used by the old. A merely assertive sent- 
ence does not help the child in this reapeet, for it leads to 
no action as its immediate result whereby the connection 
between word and meaning can be discovered, Since this 
is the natural process of learning a language, the meaning 
of every word comes to be associated in the child’s mind 
at first with particular actions but finally with action in 
general, What is denoted by a word is not the thing by 
itself but always the thing related in some manner to 
action. . 


The above being the case, the parvapaksin argues, the 
Upanisads cannot convey Brahman — the thing-in-itself. 


(7) 


gene fafgaigazuaatad ag atqaatz: 
aastiagaanh a agra Mat gaze: | 
fara: Peano: Rraa ge aerereat attee- 
aM asaqaaaana sid Sea atafa ate © 


Parents who have come to know the significa- 
tive relation between words and their senses earlier, 
(while teaching their children) point to the appro- 
priate objects like pot, etc., with their finger uttering 
their names and the case~endings at the same time. 
Children who are taught (thus) often understand the 
significative relation between words and the things 
standing by themselves by noticing the knowledge of 
(mere) objects which invariably arises in them on 
mere listening to the words. 
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The meanings of words are usually learnt in the 
manner described above. But there are other ways of 
doing so which do not necessitate the association of the 
meanings with action. When a mother for instance, in 
teaching her child, points to an object with her hand utter- 
ing its name, at the same time there is no action as related 
to which the child apprehends the object. The point that 
is of importance here is that one could understand the 
significative relation between a word and an existent entity. 
There could, therefore, arise the knowledge of significative 
relation between the words of the. Upanisad and Brahman 
— the existent entity. An enquiry into the Upanisads with 
a wiew to know Brahman is thus possible. 


(8) 
ay were, 


warila aa4 axaatat aenfiarnta wR 
areata serssrem RAAT 
darafat Pada smaeasaer Saul @- 
SAAN Saat Howto HMAAsAa | < I 


Janmadyadhikaranam 


By the Upanigadic text which consists of the word 
imdni, the supreme Lord is signified on the ground of 
His characteristic marks such as His being the cause of 
the origination, etc. of the world. The world is 
conveyed by the word bhuidni. By the word imdni, 
is conveyed the wonderful nature of the world that 
iscreated. The latter signifies the groups of resplen- 
dent qualities of Brahman — the Creator of the world. 
The qualities constitute the cause of enquiry into the 
nature of Brahman. 
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The text of the Taittiriyopanisad - ‘That from which 
these (imani) beings (bh@tani) arise, that by which when 
born they live, that into which they enter at the time of 
dissolution; seek to know that; that is Brahman” (III, 1) 
emphasises the creative aspect of Brahman and makes it 
the highest Reality. 


The word imani is significant, It conveys the wonder- 
ful nature of the world, and thereby suggests that the 
world is not illusory. The knowledge that the world is 
wonderful leads one to conclude that the creator of such a 
world must possess superb qualities, The latter lead one to 
enquire into the nature of Brahman. 


(9) 


naa at qa4 aaharangare faa 
aeaasae swrataqad agFaacaare | 
ata aaleagheRata ae feea araaia 
afadtne 94 saaa fradanea Sari us 1 


The word imani in the Sruti text, and the word 
asya in the siitra stand for the world of sentient and 
insentient known through the respective means of 
knowledge. They convey the wonderful nature of the 
world. The text of the Sribhasya, with this in view, 
interprets the word asya in the sitra by the bhdsya 
text beginning with the word acintya, etc. In this 
text, the earlier part speaks of the wonderful nature 
of the insentient world. The subsequent part beginn- 
ing with the word nijata speaks of the wonderful 
nature of the sentient world. 
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The Sribhdsya text (l-l-2— ‘acintya-vividha~vicitra- 

racanasya niyatadesakala - phalabhoga - brahmadistambapar yanta~ 

ksetraffamisrasya jagatah...’is referred to in this verse, 


What has been said in the previous verse is substantia- 
ted by making a reference to the text of the Sribhdsya in 
this verse. 


(10) 
HY sera erate 
apracaqazaaad Gad Genter a a. 
aa aaa ATAAERaSraa: 
gaaa v0 asaAa aadaaeaa: 
arasataaaoragaatatsaat || ge Il 


Sastrayonituddhikaranam 


‘Earth, etc., which constitute the subject of 
inference, have a creator, because they are 
effects like pot, etc.’ ‘Earth, etc, are effects 
because they are composed of parts.” And 
God is established as a matter of course. 


The (above) view (of the Naiyayika) does not hold 
good. It is because ‘the invariable concomitance © 
between the ground of inference, namely, the state of 
being an effect and the sdédhya — the simultaneous 
occurrence of the world by a single Creator lacks 
correspondence, for an effect is noticed to be brought 
into existence in a phased manner and that, too, by 
manifold agents. In fact, the ground of inference 
suffers from the fallacy of virodha. 
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The Naiyayika seeks to establish the existence of God 
on the basis of the following inferential argument: 


“Rarth, etc. have a creators because they are effects.” 


Here, the ground of inference is “the state of being an 
effect”? It may be objected that this ground does not 
exist in the subject of inference, namely, earth, ¢tc., and, 
as such this ground suffers from the fallacy of svarapasiddhi: 
The Naiyayikas get over this difficulty by pointing out that 
the ground of inference exists in earth, etc, This they 
prove on the basis of inference only which is as follows: 


“Barth, etc. are effects, because they are com« 
posed of parts. Whichever is composed of parts, 
¢.g. a pot, isan effect.” 


Having proved thus, the Naiydyikas argue that the 
world has a creator and that creator is admitted, on the 
basis of the logic of simplicity, to be one and he brings 
into existence the objects of the world simultancously. 


Our author argues that in ordinary experience it is 
noticed that an effect, say a chariot, is brought into exist- 
ence by many agents and that too in a phased manner. 
Nowhere is it noticed that an effect is brought into existence 
by a single agent and that too simultaneously. Hence the 
ground ‘the state of being an effect’ present in the world is 
not invariably related to the sddhya, namely, the simulta- 
neous occurrence of the world by a single creator. In other 
words, the ground lacks correspondence (ayabhicari). 


Moreover, the ground is invariably related to the fact 
of creation of an effect by manifold agents in a phased 
manner, This means the ground is related to the absence 
of what is sought to be established by this inference. And 
this is a fallacy and it is known as virodha, The ground, 
therefore, is viruddha. 
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The commentary viz. the Vatsyavarioasya suggests the 
reading sakartrkamidam in the first quarter of the verse 
instead of sakartr vimatam. 


The Ratnasariné notes a variant reading bhedaganandat in- 
stead of bhedaganand in the last quarter of this verse. This 
reading is adopted because it gives a plain meaning, and the 
translation follows this. 


The word dadharasiddhanta stands for adhikaranasiddhanta 
one of the four types of siddhanta. The other three are 
sarvatantra~siddhanta, pratitantra-siddhanta and abhyupagama- 
siddhanta, (See Nyayasitra 1-1-26). 


The term ddhdra-siddhanta or adhikarana-siddhanta is 
interpreted thus: yat; siddhau eva prakrtasiddih so’nuganga- 
Siddho’rthah ...... prakrte ... iSvaram vind etat~sidhyaniroahat 
adhikaranasiddhant sa tvara eva iti. Vatsyavarivasya, p.22. 


(11) 
WaReTASaAasaAAaTal 
aAqatafehta argeitadad | 
agaitaaa & anh aadaa 
fe ecgg oimaraaetcaana: | 22 II 


The inferential cognition that the creator of the 
world is one, results for those whose minds are inten- 
sely attached to the logic of simplicity. This view of 
the Naiyayikas should not be taken into consideration. 
It is because the logic of simplicity cuts the very basis 
of invariable concomitance. For what purpose do 
they, who desire for the wealth of simplicity, infer 
creation by an agent in respect of the world? 
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The Naiyayikas are of the view that the above inferen- 
tial argument proves merely the existence of agent in res- 
pect of the world. And, that agent is admitted to be one 
and in doing so the logic of simplicity is the governing 
principle. 


Our author points out that on the basis of the logic of 
simplicity, the Naiyayika could very well refrain from in- 
ferring even an agent in respect of the world as thia is 
simpler. 


The commentary Vatspavarivasya suggests the reading 


laghimasampadamipsubbih taik instead of laghimasampadamtpsa~ 


(12-13) 


ena sromeael aescaee dat 

qa ceecqear seca a Aaa | 

aa savandanaaiaa Afat 

aaa a aeqaaadaaaa: Fe | eR 
faa fen aia waali seat trot gai 
sao: Bavenfaar gli waa Ba: Tae | 
ame Hal aaqza ge west fad, 
er tat adalat ag anes Saw | 22 
In respect of (i) earth, etc., which are composed 

of parts, (ii) the group of (inherent) causes, (iii) voli- 


tion (of God), (iv) merits and demerits of souls, and 


(v) the body, which (severally) constitute the subject 
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of (specific) inferential arguments, let there be that 
which is opposed to ordinary experience. If not 
(that is, if what conforms to experience alone is to be 
maintained), then even in respect of the Creator, that 
which is opposed to ordinary experience should not be 
inferred. Moreover, simultaneous creation and 
simultaneous dissolution of the objects of the world 
are not noticed, and they do not fall within the range 
ofinference. Thus there is no cause that would give 
rise to the inferential cognition of God. Hence God, 
the supreme Being cannot be inferred. 


Let earth, etc., be eternal although they are com- 
posed of parts; let the operation of the causes of earth, 
etc., proceed without an agent. Let there not be the 
requirement of knowledge and desire to create the 
world in respect of the volitional effort of God; let 
merits and demerits of the soul be capable of creating 
the world; let God be possessed of a body and create 
the world although remaining in a remote place; or 
else, let God be possessed of an invisible body and 
create the world. 


The Naiydyikas advance a series of inferential argu- 
ments to prove the existence of God as follows: 


1, Earth, etcs, are effects because they are composed 
of parts; and 
Earth, etc.; have a creator, because they are 
effects, And, the Creator is God. 


2. The inherent cause of the world (atoms) function 
by depending upon a sentient being, because it is 
insentient, And the sentient being is God. 


3. Volition is present in the substratum wherein the 
knowledge of the inherent cause and desire to 
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create are present, because it is volition, like the 
volition of the soul. And the substratum is God. 


4, Merits and demerits of the soul are directed by a 
sentient being, because they are insentient. And 
the sentient being is God. 


5. God does not possess body, because He is not per- 
ceived at the place of creation. 


Our author rejects the above inferential arguments 
thus: 


As regards the first argument, he says ‘Let the world 
be composed of parts and let it not be an effect as admitted 
in the Pirvamimamsa school, Being not an effect, there is 
mo need of a creator.’ 


As regards the second and the fourth argument, he 
says that the volition of TSvara too is insentient. And it 
functions without being prompted by any other sentient 
being. In the same way, atoms, merits and demerits, etc., 
could function without any sentient being. 


As regards the third argument, he says that the volition 
of soul is non-eternal, and hence it is to be caused by the 
knowledge of the inherent cause and desire to create the 
effect, But in the case of God, it is eternal and as such 
there is no need for knowledge and desire. 


As regards the fifth argument, he argues that it can 
be admitted that God possesses a body and it is mot neces: 
sary that it should be perceived at the place of creation. 
Being in a remote place, he could create; or his body is 
invisible and it is present at the place of creation. 


(14) 


eniaaeafareiee Beqata- 
mraafatek Aah zak era 
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FFARAN FER SHA: AA al 
qokaa Baa SAN 2 


If it is said that these inferential cognitions relat- 
ing to the eternity of earth, etc., are not valid, 
because they do not conform to perceptual evidence, 
then the inferential cognition in respect of the agent 
(God) too is not valid. Moreover in ordinary experi- 
ence thecreation as well as destruction of objects are 
noticed in a phased manner. Therefore, there would 
be the inferential cognition that the creation and 
destruction of the world arise only in stages. 


(15) 


AY Gara aeT 

fas, stafieaetacrataa: sraraeestenat- 

farraaa aa arafaat fad SaTsseTa: | 

a anaes gH aa: 

greed a aa usta @fiarnearaaraiena: il 24 II 


Samanvayddhikaranam 

Fie upon those who are excessively attached to 
the system of Kumarila and upon those who have 
acquired proficiency in the system of Prabhakara. 
Alas! they speak with a view to vanquish the oppo- 
nent that the world is devoid of a controller, The 
Vedic texts are free from defects relating to their cause 
and also from sublating cognition; and hymns and 
recommendatory passages, like the injunctive texts, 
definitely acquire validity in respect of the supreme 


Lord who Himself is the supreme human end, 
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The Prabhakara and the Kumirila school of Mimarsa 
are of the view that all Vedic teaching must be conceived ‘as 
serving some useful purpose; butno such purpose can be 
served by a knowledge of Brahman — an existent entity. 
If we are taught that it is of a certain nature, we can know 
that it is so; but this knowledge by itself cannot assist us 
either in avoiding evil or in attaining good. [If it should be 
rendered serviceable at all, it should be understood in re- 
ference to what in the teaching of éruti has practical utility, 
namely, sacrifice or meditation. Thus assertive propositions 
which convey the existent entity — Brahman, and recommen- 
datory passages do not have any independent logical status. 


’ Our author says that the Veda is self-valid and so, 
like injunctive texts, hymns and recommendatory texts also 
are valid. 


Further every word eventually signifies the supreme 
God as everything eventually points to Him as its final 
essence. He is the supreme human end. And the Veda 
pointing to the supreme human end is valid. 


(16) 


FY aaa 
arena tfaqeleateateaane {- 
qswaeaea seeate aat a Vanes FIT: | 
At edaRa aeantn hie aeacara a eH 
erearantaa aga heaneaaraiazar ll 26 


I ksatyadhikaranam 
Some say: 
In the Chdndog yopanisad, in the text—‘'Have you 


ever asked for that ddefa,” the root dif preceded by 
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Gnand ending with ghafi conveys the sense of instruc | 
tion regarding the nature of reality and does not 
convey the sense of command of the reality. It is 
because the suffix ghafi is not used in the sense of an 
agent and it is used in the sense of an object of action. 
Reality will be an agent in respect of the command 
and not an object of action in the form of command. 
It, however, can be an object of action in the form of 
instruction. Hence it is spoken of as the one that is 
to be instructed by the word ddeSa. 


In the Chandogyopanigad (VI, i, 2-3), Uddalaka asks his 
son — Svetaketu who has returned from his preceptor’s house 
after completing the study of the Vedas, ‘Did you ask for 
that 4desa by knowing which that which unheard becomes 
heard, the unknown becomes known, ... ?” 


The word ddesa, according to Advaitins, means that 
which is instructed. The reality is to be known only 
through instruction. The word may be taken in the sense 
of ‘that which commands or rules.’ This is the Visistadvaitic 
interpretation, Svetaketu knows that the Lord is the 
material cause of the world, And the knowledge of the 
material cause, say clay, will give rise to the knowledge of 
its effects, namely, pot, jar, etc. But it will not give rise to 
the knowledge of the potter who has made the pot, In 
other words, the knowledge of the material cause will not 
give rise to the knowledge of everything that is connected 
with its effect, Inthe same way, the supreme Lord is the 
material cause of the world. Knowledge of the supreme 
Lord would give rise to the knowledge of the world. But 
it would not give rise to the knowlegde of the efficient cause 
of the world. In that case, the statement ‘by knowing the 
supreme Lord everything else will become known’ will be 
contradicted. To remove this doubt, {the word ddesa is used. 


It means a controller. That is, the supreme Lord is the 
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Controller or the efficient cause of the world. Hence.by 
knowing Him — who is both the material and the efficient 
cause of the world, everything else will become known 
Thus according to Visistadvaita, the word ddesa conveys 
the sense of one who commands or one who controls, that 
is, the efficient cause, 


The Advaitins, on the other hand, say that reality is 
to be known only through instruction and hence the word 
adeSa stands for that which is to be known only through 
instruction, That is, the reality is the object of action in 
the form of instruction. They argue that the word ddesa 
ends with the suffix ghafi. The aphorism of P&anini 
akartari ca (3—3—12) specifically lays down that ghaf is 
not to be used in the sense of agent. If the word ddesa 
were taken in the sense of that which commands (that is, 
the reality) then, reality is the agent of command, In 
that case ghaft would not hold good, as it is not to be used 
in the sense of an agent. This suffix can be used in the 
sense of an object of action (karma). And, reality cannot 
be an object of command, On the other hand, it could be 
the object of action in the form of instruction. Hence the 
word ddesa ending with the suffix ghafi stands for reality as 
the object of instruction. The text — uta tam adesam apraksyah 
means: “‘Have you ever asked for that which could be 
known only through instruction?” This is the Advaitin’s 
view. This view is rejected in the following verse. 


(17) 
wa aa: sata aafa efmaeget aaa 
gen atsfanfast a fe ot ge aafaaasdn: | 
TFASATARMA RUG Biscay sale 
“si SRM Aa BOAA BAR saat ti ve 
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Here we reply: 


The root dif preceded by 4m conveys the 
sense of one who commands and not that of 
one which is to be instructed. It is because the root 
is well-known in the sense of command and not in- 
struction. There would arise the knowledge of the 
required sense here only when we take the word in the 
sense of. one who commands. Moreover, this word 
becomes significant by conveying the sense of com- 
mand which is specific (to the supreme Lord). The 
suffix ghafi is enjoined in the sense of instrument too. 
The supreme Lord who is the agent of command is 
desired to be referred to as the instrument of com- 
mand. And the grammarians accept the usage of the 
kdraka-vibhakti in a sense that is desired. 


Our author states that only when we take the word 
ddega in the sense of one who commands or the efficient 
cause, then the intended sense, namely, by the knowledge 
of ddesa everything else will become known would be 
arrived at. Otherwise, there will linger the doubt in the 
mind of the disciple that by the knowledge of the supreme 
Lord — the material cause only, the effect, namely, the world 
will become known and not the efficient cause. In that 
case, the statement by knowing which everything else will 
become known would be contradicted. This doubt will be 
removed only when it is said that the material cause is the 
efficient cause too, And, the sense of efficient cause is 
conveyed by the word ddesa, 


Moreover, if the word ddefa is taken in the sense of 
that which is instructed, it will not invariably point to the 
supreme Lord. For, besides the supreme Lord there are 
many other details instructed such as the means of attaining 


the Lord, etc, If the word is taken in the sense of one who 
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commands them it will invariably apply to the supreme 
Lord, ‘ 


The objection raised by the Advaitins that the suffix 
ghat is not used in the sense of an agent is without any 
force; for, it is used in the sense of an instrument and here 
the agent, namely, the supreme Lord is spoken of as the 
instrument of command. Grammarians allow the use of 
karaka~vibhoktis in the sense that is intended. 


Vide : vivaksato kérakavibhaktayo nana bhavanti. 
(18) 
qsaraanals Aqnagsostel A AeA 
Taare aaa aaalaa aaa Aa Ba | 
aiead 3 faraanaqeqaages 4a- 
a alaequa: & aaaaad Bat ala: Hea il 2¢ 


By the word fasya which is in the genitive case, 
the difference between dnandamaya and Brahman is 
made known. The hymn (in the Taittiriyopanisad) 
does not make any mention of dnandamaya. For this 
dnandamaya which is (always) known, unknownness is 
impossible. Brahman does not have a characteristic 
of being a whole. Further, for Gnandamaya, a self 
other than it is mentionedin the Sruti, The dnanda- 
maya too is referred to as one to be purified. There is 
also the word (viz., suffix mayat) conveying the sense 
of modification. To the puccha-Brahman is the 
supreme self and not dnandamaya. The latter like the 
sheath of food, etc., is referred to as an externa) 
sheath veilling Brahman. 
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The text considered in the dnandamayadhikarana is the 
second chapter of the Taittiriyopanisad (1-5) where we have 
a progressive definition of the nature of self as consisting of 
anna, prana, manas, and vijfiadna, Then it is said ‘‘different 
from and within that which consists of vijfiana is the self 
consisting of bliss (dnandamaya).’? With reference to this 
anandamaya it is said, “For the dnandamaya (tasya) Brahman 
is the tail-support (puccha).” 


1. The word tasya conveys the difference between 
Gnandamaya and Brahman, Hence dnandamaya is ont 
Brahman, 


2. In the hymn that follows (vi) namely, if one knows — 
Brahman as non-existant, one becomes non-existent, the 
word Brahman is used and not dnandamaya. Hence dnanda- 
maya is not Brahman. 


3. Further it is said ‘if a person knows Brahman as 
existent, then they know him to be existent’ (vi). It is 
only Brahman that is unknown; and, hence it alone could 
be known. Anandamaya consisting of love, joy, etc., is always 
known, It is not unknown, And, hence there arises no 


question of knowing it. On this ground too, dnandamaya is 
not Brahman, 


4, Brahman could not be considered as an avayavin as 
it is not composed of parts, Anandamaya, however, is spoken 
of as having limbs thus; love is the head; joy is the right 
side; rejoicing is the left side, and Brahman is the tails 
support. Hence dnandamaya is not Brahman, 


5. Further, the Upanisadic text (vi) states that there 
isa self for this dnandamaya, Hence anandamaya which has 
self cannot be the supreme Self — Brahman. 


6. There is a subsequent hymn which states the 
prayer ‘Let dnandamaya be purified’, Brahman is ever pure, 
and so, what is sought to be purified, namely, dnandamaya 
cannot be Brahman, 
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7. The suffix mayat in the word dnandamaya means 
modification. Brahman is not subject to modification, 
Hence dnandamaya is not Brahman. It follows from the 
above that dnandamaya like annamaya, etc. is only a sheath 
that veils Brahman. This is Advaitin’s view, And, this 
view is criticised in the following verse. 


(19) 
deeranaEaaatea sya: 
SOA FS A alg: GAR Fa: GAARA TT | 
qa tgatarmnattratiaay | SIngtsecaia, 
GaAAAABAIATA FST? WT: | 2S 


1. In the text that speaks of the cause of the 
world, the cause is referred to by the masculine 
gender word (sah). 2. Anandamaya is described by 
means of factors which are not different from it, 3. 
The hymns do not refer tothe tail-support. 4. The 
aphorism is intelligible to our interpretation. 5. 
There is no other self for the dnandamaya, The sixth 
case-ending, only conveys the sense of ‘part’, Ananda- 
maya is unknown in its unconditioned aspect. It is 
viewed as if it possesses limbs. And clarification or 
cleansing is in conformity with the nature of dnanda- 
maya. The words dnandamaya and Brahman are used 
as synonyms. Hence Brahman cannot be the self of 
Gnandamaya. In this manner, the view that puccha- 
Brahman is the highest Self is rejected. 


According to the Advaitins, it is the puccha-Brahman that 
is the Highest Self, Visistadvaitins argue that it is dnanda~ 
maya that is the Highest Self on the following grounds: 
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1, The text so’kamayata (vi) refers to the cause of 
the world. The word sah is masculine in gender and it 
would refer only to dnandamaya which is conveyed by the 
word in masculine gender and not to Brahman that is con- 
veyed bythe word in neuter gender. 


2. The food-sheath, etc. are described by means of 
their limbs which are not different from them. In the 
same way, dnandamaya too is described by factors like love, 
joy, rejoicing, etc. which constitute the essential nature of 
anandamaya itself, 


3. The hymns which occur subsequent to the descrips 
tion of annamaya, etc,, do not deal with the puccha or the 
tail-support of annamaya, etc. In the same way, the hymn 
‘He who knows Brahman to be non~existent’ etc. (vi) does 
not refer to the puccha~Brahman, 


4, The Brahma~siitra — dnandamayo’bhyasat (11-13) uses 
the word dnandamaya and not the puccha, If puccha-Brahman 
were the Highest Self, then the aphorism must consist of 
the word puccha. 


5. In the case of annamaya, pranamaya, manomnya, and 
vijfidnamaya, we find the statement ‘Other than the soul 
made of the essence of food, there is an inner soul made of 
prana’ (II) etc, But we do not have a statement in respect 
of dnandamaya in the form ‘Other than the soul made of the 
essence of dnanda, there is an inner soul,’ 


6. The word tasya does not convey the sense of diffe: 
rence, On the other hand, it conveys the sense of part. 
And so, Brahman must be understood as a part as it were of 
Gnandamaya. 


7. Anandamaya although it is known as consisting of 
joy, etc. it is not known in its unconditioned aspect, And 
it is the latter that is being eonveyed by the Upanisad which 
acquires validity thereby, 
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8. Although dnandamaya which is Brahman is ever 
pure yet some defilement is caused therein on account of 
the faults of souls, That defilement could be removed only 
by the performance of good actions by the souls. It is in 
this sense that the text that conveys the prayer ‘Let dnanda« 
maya be purified’ is to be understood. 


9, The Upanisadic text — dnando brahmeti vyajanat (vi) 
uses the words dnanda and Brahma as synonyms. Hence in 
the hymn that follows the description of dnandamaya the 
use of the word Brahman in (asti brahmeti ced veda) is 
correct. 


Hence dnandamaya is the Highest Self. 
(20) 
Aq Braqaeroy 


ateata: = faa Reafala =f- 
quedtaraia: a aigaed alee aa_| 
gyda: ecard facarasifaataa: 

@ qaattaragi aaeaaeal | Re II 


Antaradhikaranam 


The word kapih means that which drinks (pibati) 
water (karn), that is, the sun. The sun is referred to 
as kapih in the scriptural text, kapih babhasti. That 
which is blown by the sun, we know it to be kapydsa. 
The lotus which is blown by the rays of the sun serves 
as an illustration of Lord’s eyes on account of love- 
liness. 

In the antaradhikarana, the Chandogya text (I, 6) that 
describes the person as having a golden beard, etc., is dir~ 
cussed, The eyes of that person is compared to the lotus. 
And the lotus is described as kapyasam. 


tasya yatha kapyasam pundertham evameaksini. 
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The term kapyasa has been interpreted in six different 
ways, Of these, three interpretations are acceptable to the 
Visistadvaitins. This point is discussed in this and in the 
succeeding six verses, 


The word pihitais a variant of apihita. By the word 
adi in the word pihitadivat, we have to takethe word pidhana 
which is a variant of apidhdna. 


(21) 
ae afraata & fad afer 
FEN HAaAlea Aether | 
STagEasaaniag asi 
waaaaaaaaes th Re A 


The word kapih means that which drinks water, 
namely, the stalk of lotus. That which has stalk as 
its abode, the wise ones call as kapydsa. And, that is 
lotus. Itis lovely and expansive and so it is given as 
the illustrative example of Lord’s eyes, 


(22) 


eyree aat aaiad ale atga: 
safteled ead aamikasigar | 
frie sitaetquta feel 
walt als carereati: faarfeaa 11 22 
The wise ones say: kam means water. That 


which has water as its abode is kapydsa; or that which 


is originated in water is kapydsa. In view of its rise in 
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deep waters, it is always cool and sweet. And it 
becomes the illustrative example of the lovely eyes of 
Lord Damodara. The preposition api loses its syllable 
‘4’, as in the case of words pihita, etc. 


The word pihita is a variant of apihita, By the word 
adi in the word pihitadivat, we have to take the word pidhana 
which is a variant of apidhana. 


(23) 
ead agiresy ahaa eeatsi a aga 
dganaaiagatata g a ara age | 
moi een seqreraa frase 
CIE: aAierEareiaakneea agles: il RR 


(There is yet another view:) “the word kapih 
means the sun. That which is the substratum of the 
sun is the orb of the sun: It is the location of the 
meditation upon Lord Narayana. The lotus of the 
heart and the eyes of the meditator, too, are like that.”’ 


This view does not hold good. The word 
pundartka would only secondarily signify the lotus of 
the heart. (Moreover) the two words tasya and aksint 
are related to each other and are free from expec- 
tancy. Disregarding this, there must be the supplying 
of an ellipsis. Further, the co-ordinate relation 
between the words kapydsam and pundarikam must be 
abandoned. ‘There is the subsequent statement that 
the eye of the meditator constitutes the substratum of 
the meditation upon Brahman. 


This fourth interpretation is not acceptable to the 


Visistadvaitins. In the text ‘tasya yatha kapyasam pundarikam 
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evam aksini, the word tasya refers to the golden person, 
And this meaning of the word is related to the meaning of 
the word aksini, Thus the two words tasya and aksini are 
related to each other and are free from any expectancy 
(akariksa). If, according to the fourth view, we take the 
word aksini to mean the eyes of the meditator, then, in order 
to relate the word tasya to aksini, we have to add the word 
updsanasya to tasya and read it as fasya updsanasya. The text 
would then mean ‘for the meditation, the eyes of the 
meditator serve as the substrata.’ This is wrong on two 
grounds. In the first place, the co-ordinate relation between 
the words taeya and aksini has to be given up. In the 
second place, the Upanisad subsequently states the eye of 
the meditator as the locus of meditation. Hence it is not 
necessary that the same sense should be understood here too 
Moreover, it is only the right eye of the meditator that is 
referred to as the locus of meditation, It would be wrong 


to say there that the two eyes of the meditator serves as the 
loci of meditation. 


(24) 
phasseay waza sed acaaaectay 
ZBiea: Sylasqa waa: ada mae | 


amiaiawqay gagt: se Haasaa 
qa Were ae aseaeg atoea |i Re 


Here someone asserts: the word kapydsa means the 
rear portion of a monkey. (It is asked): How is this 
given as an example of Lord’s eyes when the other 
sense is possible? Why is the co-ordinate relation 
between the words kapyadsam and pundarikam abandon- 
ed? If it is said that the word kapydsam conveys the 
otus itself, then itis only a figurative usage for you. 
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The Advaitins interpret the word kapyisam to mean 
‘the rear portion of a monkey’. Our author rejects this 
interpretation by saying that in that case, the co-ordinate 
relation between tbe words kapyasam and pusdarikam would 
be lost. To get over this difficulty, the Advaitins might 
say that the word kapydsam conveys the sense of lotus itself 
as it means “that which is similar to the rear portion of a 
monkey.” To this our author states that in that case, the 
expression kapydsam pundaritam would be similar to the 
expression — siztho mdnavakah. There is no doubt about 
the co-ordinate relation between the words simha and mana« 
vakah; but, the word sinha conveys the sense of mapavakah 
on the basis of the latter’s possession of qualities like 
brilliance, etc., that are present in its primary sense, 
in the animal ‘lion’, In the same way, here, too, 
the word kapydsam would convey the sense of lotus on the 
basis of the latter’s possession of the quality of redness that 
is present in its primary sense, namely, the rear portion of 
a monkey. Thus, the word kapydsam must be taken in its 
secondary sense. Whenit could be taken in its primary 
sense and could be explained in the manner stated by us, 
states our author, it is not necessary to take it in its secon- 
dary sense. 


(25) 


qaaiad faa acaraate alata 
wag WAARErAIE TAT | 

aaa a a axftqead ad aq gafe- 
TWMqaaaal: ASAI A 9G SFTIAT Il Xt I 


Someone states: the word kapydsam signifies 
that which is slightly blown. This interpretation, 
however, holds good, as it fits in to the lotus that is 
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given as an example of the eyes of the Lord. But, 
the word could not convey the (above) sense either 
etymologically or conventionally. 


(26) 


qzaay erties Agu: BeTAaTAA 

Tatra 3h Mea MMAR EA | 

acteraenaaee sareaegar 

ale: Tefteiahaaa: asi Papi var 1% | 
Of the six senses of the word kapydsam mentioned 

above, three are accepted as valid by the revered Sri 

RamAnuja (in his Vedarthasahgraha) in the words 

beginning with ‘deep water’ etc. The three senses 

not accepted by him are to be abandoned. In these 

six verses, the distinction between the senses that are 


to be accepted and those that are to be rejected has 
been set forth by me who know such a distinction. 


The text “‘gambhira-ambhas-samudbhata-sumrsta-nala-ravie 
kara~vikasita-pundartka~dala-amala-ayateksanah” is referred to 
here. 


(27) 
aq satfaremna 
Taal a amatatata ot sataceat ferea- 
mand J yotafiagesa: veld afer: | 
Taare: aafeiaaaasatetare fey 
areesnaittee: awa. arate “aaa 29 1 
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Jvotiradhikaranam 


In the Chandogya, the Supreme Light is designated 
as gayatri. It has four quarters, namely, living beings, 
earth, physical body, and heart. It is six-fold 
through the characteristics of signification, protection, 
etc. (1) The Supreme in the form of speech conveys 
every being; (2) it protects every being (by imparting 
the knowledge of prescribed deeds and interdicted 
actions); (3) in the form of earth it is the substratum 
of every being; (4) no being subject to karma could 
ever transcend it; (5) in the form of body and heart, 
it is the substratum of vital-airs; (6) vital-airs could 
exist nowhere else. This is on the basis of specific 
declaration in the Upanisad. The reference to odk 
and prana is fora different purpose. Thus meditation 
of Brahman as similar to gdyatri has for its authority 
the Upanigadic text which is in the concluding portion. 


Brahman — the Supreme Light is compared to gayatri 
which has four quarters, each quarter consisting of six 
syllables, Brahman too is said to have four quarters; and, 
it is six-fold (Chandogya, III, 12). The six-fold nature, 
according to Visistadvaita, is explained in this verse as 
related to bhata, prthvi, Sarira, and hrdaya. 


The Advaitins explain the six-fold nature as related to 
vak, bhata, prthoi, Sartra, hrdaya, and prana (Sankara’s com- 
mentary on the Chand. II, 12). Our author rejects this 
view by saying that speech (oak) and vital airs (prana) are 
mentioned for explaining that Brahman as speech conveys 
and protects every being, and itis the substratum of vital 
airs. The text in the concluding portion, namely, saisa 
catuspada sadvidha gayatri identifies Brahman with the metre 
gayatri for the purpose of meditation. 
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a4 secalahrecory 
qa! aH 04 agalad aqaqa 
Ta: Sealy ahaa a aay aeat | 
He: Beat Sa: safety aedt fasta 
Peele aa: saat f ageaaTa i RI 
Antarydmyadhikaranam: 


Darkness is a substance; we notice it to be dense, 
or thin and also as black in colour and possessing the 
activity of movement. For this experience, no sublat- 
ing cognition is arrived at by any one at any time. 
There is no defect in the instrument of above percep- 
tual expericnce. Hence a cause must be assumed 
for darkness. And valid verbal cognition victoriusly 
shines in this regard. The sense of sight comprehends 
darkness without the aid of light. And this is on the 
strength of our perception of light (without the aid of 
another light), 


The Nyaya-Vaisesika school considers darkness to be 
absence of light. To the question as to how darkness is 
perceived as having black colour, and as associated with 
the activity of movement when the light is brought in, the 
Ny4dya~Vaisesika says that such an experience is erroneous, 


Our author argues that an experience can be considered 
as erroneous only when it is sublated at a later stage or 
when it is known that it has arisen from a defective instru- 
ment, In the case of the perceptual experience of darkness 
as associated with the above features, no sublating cogni- — 
tion arises subsequently. Nor is any defect in the instrus 
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ment of perception noticed. Hence it is a valid perceptual 
experience. Darkness, therefore, is a separate substance. 


It might be asked: if it is a separate subatance, tnen 
like other substances such as earth, etc. darkness also 
should be comprehended by the sense of sight aided by 
light. Darkness is perceived without the aid of light. 
Hence it cannot be a substance, 


Our author argues that just as light which is a distinct 
substance is perceived without the aid of any other light, 
in the same way darkness too can be perceived without the 
aid of light. 


Darkness being a substance must have a cause. And 
that cause is set forth in the Veda as the Supreme Lord. 
(Vide “tamah sasarja bhagavan”). The Brhaddranyaka text 
(V, vii, 6) speaks of tamas as the body of the Lord. Hence . 
tamas or darkness should be a positive entity like light, and 
not a negative one, namely, absence of light. 


(29) 
AY yA 
aarea: gave aga ave aces 
NSS AAAS AKA a _| 
a ae aac arafad a eafteloarat 
aaalf sEcehaaraigged seahra: 1) 2% 


Bhimddhikaranam 


In the (text dealing with) bhiimavidyad, on the 
strength of the word ‘tu’, Brahman designated by the 
term satya isconveyed as distinct from the soul desi- 
gnated by the term prana. Hence the designation of 
the term bhiima is the Supreme Lord. In the text 
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ega tu vd agnthotri yah satyam vadati, the force of the 
word ‘tu’ is lost, as by this text we cannot consider 
any other agnthotri. 


The Chandogya text (VII, 23-24) — “Bhaman is that 
where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, and 
understands nothing else” is considered in the Bhamadhika- 
rana, The doubt arises whether bhaman is the life principle 
— prana, or the Highest Self — Brahman, The parvapaksin 
makes out that it is prana, for after a series of questions 
about what is greater and greater still, prana is said to be 
the greatest of all and bhaman is said to be prana, He who 
knows prana is said to be an ativddin (VII, 15,4). Ativadin 
is he who asserts that what is meditated upon by him is 
the Highest, 


Our author states that the subsequent text by the word 
tu disproves the above contention. The text is: «sa tu 
ativddi yak satyena ativadati (VI, 16,1). This text means: 
but (tu) he is the ativddin who knows the Truth. The word 
tu conveys the difference between the one who knows prdna 
and the one who knows the satya or the Truth. And, it is 
the Truth or Brahman that is the sense of the word dhaman. 


It might be objected: the word tu does not invariably 
convey the difference from what has been said earlier. For 
example, in the text — «sa tu va agnihotri yah satyam vadati, 
the word tu is found, This text means that an agnihotri 
who is referred to earlier should not utter falsehood. We 
do not distinguish between one agnihotri and another on 
the strength of the word ¢u and say that the latter should 
not utter falsehood, In the same way, we can state that in 
the present case too the word tu does not convey any 
difference between the one who holds prina to be the 
Highest and the one who holds satya to be the Highest. It 
comes to this: satya means only prana and it is the sense of 
the word bha@man. 
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Our author argues that we do not have two sets of 
agnihotrins in which case a distinction may be made out. 
Hence that word éu in the text esa tu 0a agnihotri, etc, has 
lost its force. Im the present case, we do have two sets of 
ativddins, one holding prana to be the Highest, and the other 
holding satya to be the Highest, Hence, on the strength 
of the word tu a distinction is made and we arrive at the 
conclusion that the ativadin who holds satya to be the 
Highest is the true ativadin, 


(30) 
AY Fea HO 
FARAAIEA WAS aeseqlazeaal 
afafreaaaera saad ecqostleaseaa: | 
aearpistaaaagataeraa 34 
RS Aaewacaaa al qawKagilaat | Re tl 
Daharddhikaranam 


In the other view, there are four kinds of unintel- 
ligibility: (1) the usage of the neuter gender word 
would be wrong; (2) the reference to the ether within 
the small lotus is unnecessary; (3) the word tasmin 
has to be related to the word - the small lotus, which 
is placed apart; and, (4) there is the abandonment of 
the injunction regarding meditation upon auspicious 
qualities — the meditation which is desired, In our 
view, there are only two kinds of unintelligi- 
bility: (1) the adoption of the ekaSesa compoundin 
the case of the word vat; and, (2) the adoption of 
singular number with reference to it. 
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The Chandogya text — ata yad idan brahmapure daharam 
pundartkam veSma daharo’smin antarakasah, tasmin yadantah tad= 
anvestavyam (VIII, 1) is discussed in the Daharadhikarana. 


The text means: Now in the city of Brahman (atha 
yad idam brahmapure), there is the abode (ve{ma) — the small 
lotus (daharam pundarikam) within that (asmin antah), there 
is the small ether (daharah akasah), So far the interpreta- 
tion of the text by the Advaitins and the Viéistadvaitins is 
identical. There is only difference in the interpretation of 
the text — tasmin yad antah tad anvestanyam. 


The Advaitins say that the word fasmin means ‘in the 
small lotus’; and the word yat means ‘the small ether’, 
This text would, therefore, mean that the small ether 
present in the small lotus must be realised. 


Our author points out four defects in the above 
interpretation, 


1. The word yat is in neuter gender; and, so it can- 
not refer to daharakasah which is masculine in gender, 


2. The word tasmin is said to refer to the small lotus, 
This latter sense is conveyed by the expression daharam 
pundarikam which is placed apart. Hence the word tasmin 
cannot refer to the small lotus. 


8. The expression tasmin yad antah according to the 
Advaitins, means “that space which exists in the small 
lotus.” This sense -has already been conveyed by the 
expression “daharo’smin antarakasah”, There is no point in 
repeating the same sense, 


4. There is a subsequent text ‘yah ita atmanam anuvidya 
vrajanti etamsca satyan kaman” (VIII, 6) which states that he 
who departs from here after realising the self associated 
with the characteristics of true desires, etc, became inde 
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pendant in all the worlds, requires an injunction regarding 
the meditation upon the self as associated with the charact 
teristics, viz. freedom from sin, freedom from old age, 
deathlessness, grieflessness, hungerlessness, thirstlessness, 
possession of desires that come true, purposes which come 
true, 


The interpretation of the Advaitins does not provide 
any room for the above injunction. These are the four 
kinds of unintelligibility in the Advaitin’s interpretation, 


The Visistadvaitins interpret the text ‘tasmin yad antah 
tad anvestavyam”’ thus: 


‘tasmin’ — in the small ether within the small lotus, 
antah (asti) which exists in it, namely, the group of qualities 
mentioned above. These two are referred to by the word 
yat. It is acomponnd word and it can be split as yah ca 
yat ca — yat. That is the small ether (yah) and the quality 
{yat). Thus we are to admit ekasesa-samasa in respect of 
the word yat- This may be considered as a defect. Another 
defect is that if ekasesa is admitted, dual or plural number 
would have to be admitted. Here we admit only singular 
number, Barring these two defects, there is no other 
defect, while there are four defects in the Advaitin’s inter- 
pretation, 


(31) 
Ha qaqa 
qeatarele agat Aacraaat 
amagaea faerie aaate | 
aq TaNsaadaaly aah 
faftatae sARIgtTAT AA | Re II 
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Devatadhikaranam 


Just as in the case of men, in the case of Gods 
too there is the possibility of meditation upon the 
Supreme Lord. The gods do experience misery in 
their world and they are possessed of physical body 
and knowledge more accomplished than men. Indeed 
numerous (Vedic) texts which are recommendatory in 
character and hymns in praise of gods are valid like 
injunctive texts as regards the possession of physical 
bodies and knowledge by gods. These texts are free 
from any defect as they are not of human origin. 


The Vedic texts are not of human origin, and so they 
are free from any defect. The recommendatory texts are 
those that praise gods and the hymns in praise of gods 
form part of the Veda and so they are valid like injunctive 
texts. The recommendatory texts and the hymns state 
that the gods possess physical bodies and the knowledge of 
the Supreme Lord. The gods are liable to suffering arising 
from different kinds of pain. They also know that the 
supreme enjoyment is to be found in the highest Lord 
which is not touched even by the trace of imperfection and 
is full of auspicious qualities of the highest perfection. The 
suffering, the possession of physical body, and the know- 
ledge of the Supreme Lord enable them to meditate upon 
the Supreme Lord and thereby attain liberation, 


(32) 


w?iawaaad fsaraaaaata- 
ssa Baas | 

dara 4 faeala fafattay axafaai 
eanaa aia ada aaa |) 3211 
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Here the former one (viz. eulogistic texts) is for 
the purpose of generating an intense desire towards 
the performance of what is enjoined in the injunctive 
texts. Therefore the eulogistic text has for its import 
the qualities (of the thing that is enjoined). It is be- 
cause its purpose, viz., to praise the sacrifice would be 
unintelligible if it is not intent upon praising the 
qualities. To those who have discriminative knowledge 
there will not arise intense desire towards a sacrifice, 
if it is praised with qualities that do not exist. 


To commend a sacrifice that is prescribed, or a deity 
with reference to whom a particular sacrifice is offered is 
to call attention to the qualities or attributes of the sacri- 
fice or the deity. The chief purpose of commendation is 
to generate an intense desire towards the performance of 
the sacrifice. From this it follows that the qualities which 
are attributed in the process of praising must be really 
present. If they are not so, one would not get intense 
desire to perform that sacrifice. This view is expressed by 
Dramida in his Bhdsya (on the commentary the Vakya on 
the Chandogya by Brahmanandin) thus: na asata  stutil 
upapadyate, This has been reconfirmed by Sri Ramanouja in 
his Sribhagya as na ca asata gunena kathitena prarocana japate. 


(33) 
aq aaa Paauhatraeager 
iraread fe fefasaguighia | 
SIHAT THYTHIAS BY a 
eatia tacnteanate agfaaa 1 83 I 


The hymns which are referred subsequently to 
the eulogistic texts help the injunctive texts by means 
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of effecting the knowledge of the sacrifice that is to 
be performed. The hymns are indeed capable of 
helping the injunctive texts by giving rise to the 
knowledge of physical body, etc., of the divine beings. 
No deity can ever come within the range of knowledge 
if it were devoid of physical body. 


The hymns or mantras are intended to give rise to the 
knowledge of the sacrifices that are to be performed and 
that are enjoined by the injunctive texts. And these 
hymns while giving rise to the knowledge of the sacrifice 
give rise to the cognition of the deity with reference to 
which the sacrifice is offered, And in order that the deities 
may come within the range of knowledge arising from the 
hymns they should possess physical bodies. Thus, the 
hymns, too, confirm the possession of physical bodies by 
the gods, 


(34) 


Fa graclaaeearcge- 
IAAT Seay | 
sRzaaata fa aaa 
Wasa Ths ANAATHATG |) Re I 


In the concluding portions of the Vedas, in the 
sections dealing with the creation of the world consi- 
sting of divine beings, human beings, animals and 
immovable objects, physical bodies in respect of 
gods have been clearly made known, Further, care- 
fully consider the manner of exposition of the course 
of meditation upon the gods. 


An additional reason is set forth in this verse to sub« 
stantiate the view that the gods possess physical bodies, In: 
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the Upanisadic sections of the Vedas, the creation of the 
world is mentioned. Therein the creation of gods is 
mentioned. And the creation of gods implies the possession 
of physical bodies by them. The Brhadaranyakopanisad 
(1-3-1) “Gods and demons are two offeprings of Prajap ati. 
Of these two, the gods, are younger and the demons are 
older” for example indicates the possession of bodies by 
the gods. Further there are sections dealing with medita- 
tive worship upon the gods. The latter is impossible 
without the knowledge of gods and the knowledge of gods 
would be impossible if they do not possess bodies. This 


view is based upon the text of the Sribhisya which is aa 
follows: 


“‘dehendriyadimatvam ca brahmadinams sakalopanisatsu 
srstiprakaranesu upasanaprakaranesu ca Srayate.” 


(35) 


frramamarmaaataratte 
eHQeaelaaslaaHAeA: FN: | 

ala afeqaaeatnaeser tira 
MPAA AAA? | R4 Il 


By Itihdsas, Smrtis, and the Puranas too, which 
are based upon the numerous Vedic texts, physical 
body, etc., have been clearly set forth. Since it is so, 
the group of divine beings desires for liberation which 
is the fruit of meditation. And it possesses knowledge 
of the Supreme Lord, power (to meditate upon him) 
and the sanction of the Sruti text, And thus this 
group of gods has competence to pursue meditation 
upon the Supreme Being. 
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Gods no doubt possess supernatural powers. Yet they 
are devoid of the unconditioned bliss of the God whom 
they seek, Hence it is proper that they pursue meditation 
upon the Supreme Lord which is the means of attaining 
liberation i,¢., to become God-like, 


“‘samarthah — jnana~Sakti~Sastraasammatierapa samarthya~ 
trayavan,” — Vatsyavarivasya commentary. 
(36) 


dure sare aand aad & aq: 
AMARA A AAT EAR ster | 

marrage Freon agty araroh 
siasiatateat wthirad ada ofr 1 ae 1 


Understand the word dkrti to be significative of 
configuration, Indeed we experience and express it 


as pervading every object of the same kind. Nothing © 
other than confiiguration is noticed as pervading every | 
object of the same kind, According to the other 


view (viz. that there is generic attribute other than 
configuration) there is the experience and the usage 
of common feature as “this is a generic attribute, this 
is a generic attribute” etc., in the categories such as 
cowness, horseness, etc. (The Nydya school does not 
admit a common feature as pervading all the generic 


attributes). The same position holds good in our 
view too. 


The question is raised whether words like Indra, etc. © 


convey the non-eternal individual objects. The answer is 
they do not convey the entities as such but only the con- 
figuration (samsthana) which is also termed akrtt. The neo- 
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school of Pirvamimarhs4 holds the view that it is only a 
generic attribute that is the meaning of a particular word 
and not the configuration. This view, however, is not 
correct, as the word akytifound in the aphorism of Jaimini 
is taken to mean only configuration. It is only configura- 
tion that is perceived as being present in all the objects 
of the same kind, Apart from the configuration we do not 
find a category known as jati or generic attribute. The 
Nyaya school, however, argues that there is a common 
feature known as cowness which is eternal one and which 
is differcnt from configuration and which inheres in each 
object through the relation known as samapdya. It further 
argues that if a generic attribute is not admitted over and 
above each and every cow and as distinct from the confi- 
guaration of a cow which is different in each and every 
corresponding verbal expression of one common feature 
present in all the cows. Thus the Nyaya school makes out 
acase for admitting a generic attribute as distinct from 
configuration. 


Our author controverts the above view by saying that 
generic attributes like cowness, horseness, etc. are cognised 
and designated individually as “this is a generic attribute, 
this is a generic atribute” etc. The NyAdya school is not 
prepared to admit a specific generic attribute as pervading 
all the above generic attributes to account for the uniform 
experience and the expression in the form “this is a generic 
attribute” etc. It is because if one admits a generic 
attribute as pervading all other generic attributes, then the 
former one being a generic attribute falls under the latter. 
So, grouping all the generic attributes along with this new 
one, a fresh generic attribute must be admitted. Thus we 
are led to the fallacy of infinite regress (anavastha), Hence, 
apart from the configuration, a generic attribute need not 
be admitted. And it is the configuration that is the mean- 
ing of the word Indra. 


6 http://acharya.org 


42 THE TATTVASARA OF SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 


(37) 


eal cakes aadrearar got afieatts ar 
deren Fateh at snrereiearary | 

Tviagatgheaset at Aquza ae 
qakia a4 vafgaaal sfraeag a: || 3° 


Let it be accepted that a feature which is one, 
which persists in every object of the same kind, which 
pervades every individual which is different from con- 
figuration, which has neither a beginning nor an end 
is a generic attribute. Otherwise, how could the 
pervasive cognition and the (corresponding) usage 
‘cow’, ‘cow’ etc., become intelligible? Moreover, for 
us (who are not omniscient beings) how could there 
arise the cognition of the significative relation between 
the words cow, etc., and innumerable objects. 


The Naiyayika makes out a case for accepting a jati, 
There is the pervasive cognition and corresponding expres- 
sion in the form ‘this is cow, this is cow’ in respect of all 
cows. In order to justify this position we should admit a 
common feature, viz., cowness, as present in all the cows 
enabling us to have the cognition ‘this is cow’, and the 
verbal usage ‘this is cow’. And the significative relation of 
the word ‘cow’ to the attribute cowness is easier as cow: 
nessis one, It is difficult to comprehend the significative 
relation of the word ‘cow’ to the individual object of ‘cow’ 
because we have to admit numerous significative powers for 
the word cow, because cows are many. 


This common feature is technically termed jati, it is 
one. It has neither a beginnsng nor an end. And it exists 


by pervading in each and every object of the same kind. 
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Configuration cannot assume the role of a common feature, 
It is because it varies in respect of cach and every object. 


(38) 
a aa: Seta: feula Faw ag areangarag- 
Nea am gateaadiafasa af aerate | 
Tassaissatesaraan aq sifeeada- 
ae sreagasqeraaiqses sifsare Faqa  3¢ 


We reply thus to the prima facie view: do we 
find any entity such as cowness which isthe content of 
the verbal usage “‘this is cow, this is cow” etc. other 
than the configuration (viz,.) possession of dew-lap etc? 
What is perceptually seen is the possession of dew-lap 
only, as the pervading feature? Do you, who admit a 
universal (subscribe to a universal) pervading cowness, 
sheepness, horseness, etc., as there is the pervading 
cognition “this is a universal, thisis a universal’’? 


The Visistadvaita school argues that the pervasive 
Cognition “this is cow, this is eow” etc. does not imply 
the existence of a universal, viz., cowness. The above 
cognition can be explained by making a reference to the 
common feature, ziz., possession of dew-lap. This means 
that it is the configuration that acounts for the pervasive 
cognition “this is cow, this is cow’’, etc. In fact it alone 
comes within the range of perception too. 


If the Nyaya school insists in admitting a universal other 
than configuration to account for the pervasive cognition, 
then our author states that a universal must be admitted 
by the Nyaya school, to account for the pervasive cognition 
in the form “this is a universal, this is a universal” in res- 
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pect of cowness, horseness, etc, The Nyaya school, how- 
ever, does not admit a universal pervading all generic attri- 
butes like cowness, horseness, etc. Udayana,in his com- 
mentary, the Kirandvali frames the criteria for not admitting 
certain features as universals and for not admitting univer- 
sals for certain categories. His text runs as follows: 


vyakterabhedah tulyatoam sankarah arthaanavasthitih 
rapahinth asambandhah jatibadhakasangrahah 


This text means: (1) the feature Zkasatva cannot be consi« 
dered to be a universal, It is because it is present only in 
one object, viz., dkasa, (2) Ghatatoa and kalafatva are not 
two different substrata. (3) According to the Nydya school 
earth water, fire, air and space (or ether) are known as 
bhatas, i.e, they possess specific qualities that are compre- 
hended by external sesnes. Earth, water, fire, air and 
mind are characterised as mirias i.e., those which possess 
activity. Now bha@tatva isthe common feature present in all 
bhatas and m@rtatoa in all the murtas. Now martatoa exists 
in the mind wherein bA@tatoa does not exist. In the same 
way bhatatva exists in akaéa wherein miirtatva does not exist, 
This may lead us to suppose that bhalatva and méartatva are 
contrary features, And these two co-exist in earth, water, 
fire, and air. The Naiydyika argues that since the contrary 
features co-exist they are exposed to tbe fault of sankara 
and so neither of the two is a universal. (4) There is the 
pervasive cognition in respect of cowness, horseness, etc, 
in the form “‘this is a jati, this is a jati” etc. If we admit 
another universal (say) X as present in all the universals like 
cowness, horseness, etc., then X also being a universal must 
be grouped along with the other universals such as cowness, 
etc. Now there is a pervasive cognition that cowness, hor- 


seness, X, etc. are universalse We must admit another 
universal — say Y, pervading the other universals cowneys, — 


horseness, X, etc, This universal Y also isto be treated 
like X and this will land ourselvesin the fallacy of infinité 
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regress. So the final position of the Nyaya school is that 
there isno ati (universal) for the universals. (5) Visesa is 
a separate category according to the Nyaya-Vaiéesika. It 
is admitted to distinguish eternal substances like atoms, 
space, time, quarters, self and mind from each other. It is 
defined to be different from universal, free froma universal 
and is related through the relation known as samavdye to an 
eternal substance. If we admit a universal for vifesa, then 
its essential nature, namely, that it is free from samanya or 
jati would be lost. Hence visesa does not possess a jati. 
(6) Samavaya and abhiva are the two categories admitted by 
the Nydya-Vaisesikas. Neither of the two is related to 
some other factor through the relation known as samavdya, 
nor is there any factor present in the two through the rela- 
tion known as samaviya. Hence samavaya and abhdva do not 
possess a universal. 


The point that is of importance for us is the one set 
forth in item 4. The Visistadvaita argues that the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika does not uniformly subscribe to the view that to 
account for the pervasive cognition a universal must be 
admitted. Inthe same way to account for the pervasive 
cognition “‘this is cow, this is cow”, etc., a universal viz., 
cowness need not be admitted. And the pervasive cogn - 
tion can be explained by making a reference to the configu- 
ration itself which is an object of perception. 


(39) 


yaaa saaeeaaraaaraaeal 
BeCAcala HAA AAAAAa Maa aasew | 

qe satfeaeq: game fa: at aaqeqatar 
Teed ASEWAATAAElA Al SAAR RS 


http://acharya.org 


46 THE TATTVASARA OF SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 


The words jati or sama@nya refers to configuration 
which is accepted by both of us (the Visistadvaita and 
the Nyaya-Vaisegika). Jdati (as distinct from con- 
figuration) is not perceived. It need not be assumed; 
for, the pervasive cognition (this is cow, etc.) can be 
explained otherwise. This view is proper. The con- 
figuration is distinct in each individual (cow). But 
on account of close similarity between one configura- 
tion and another it serves as the cause of pervasive 
cognition (this is cow, this is cow, etc.) and the corres- 
ponding usage. This is similar to the viewpoint of 
Nydya-Vaisegika that the configuration manifests jati 
or the universal, 


The concept of jati or universal is rejected in this verse 
too on a different ground, In the first place, jati or univer- 
sal does not come within the range of perception. It might 
be said that it can be assumed on the ground that it 
accounts for the usage and the corresponding expression 
‘this is cow’, ‘this is cow’, etc. The Visistidvaita argues 
that the above experience and the expression would hold 
good by referring to configuration itself and it is not neces- 
sary to admit jati. It might be argued that configuration 
is distinct in each and every object (say) cow. ati (cow- 
ness), on the other hand, is the same in all cows. Hence 
the above experience and expression can be maintained on 
the basis of jati which is uniform and not on the basis of 
configuration which is distinct in each and every object. 
Visistadvaita argues that although configuration is distinct 
in each and every object yet there is close similarity among 
them and hence it can account for the usage and experience 
(this is cow, ‘this is cow’ etc.) The Visistadvaitins proceed 
to say that a similar position must be admitted by the 
Nydya-Vaisesika too. According to the Nyaya~Vaisesika 
school, jati or universal is perceived on the basis of confi- 
gurations which are different, Here the Nydya-Vaisesika 
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has to say that although each configuration is different, 
yet since there is similarity among them, they manifest 
jati. In the same way, although the configurations are 
different yet since they are similar to each other they 
account for the usage and the experience referred to above, 


(40) 
quaeal aaa as wa: KAA 
qzarad @aa Reaaral 4 vate | 
gee sedat vata & parecaar- 
wana: feed Rafae eel fefaqq 1 ee Il 


Indeed in the other school (that is, the Nyaya 
school) the absence of the negation is the object it- 
self (which is a positive entity). Tell me, why it can’t 
be admitted that the negation of pot is also a positive 
entity. The annihilative negation of pot is indeed the 
state of being the pot-sherd. (In the same way) the 
other negation (viz. antecedent negation) is the state 
of being a lump of clay. Nothing else apart from 
these is perceived therein. 


In the Sribhasya it is stated that the object is associa- 
ted with difference which is a kind of negation and which 
is of the nature of universal that is identical with configu~ 
ration that comes within the range of perception, 


“atah vastusamsthanarapajatyadilaksana- 
bhedavisistavigayameva pratyaksam” (1-1-1). 


From this statement, it is known that afi or universal 
is nothing but configuration of an object and it is this 
universal that is bheda or mutual negation, The view that 
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the universal is identical with the configuration is emphasi- 
sed by Sri Ramanuja in the Sribhdsya text (1-1-1) beginning 
with the words “‘samsthanatirekinah” etc. The view that 
Jati itself is mutual negation is stressed by him, in his Bhagya 
text. 


“jatigrahanenaiva bhinna iti vyavahdrasambhavat’’ (1-11), 


From this it follows that bheda or mutual negation 
which is one of the four varieties of abhadva is considered to 
be a positive entity. Our author suggests that the other 
three kinds of abhavas too can be considered as positive 
entities, : 


It should be added here that the Nydya-Vaisesika 
classifies abhava into four: (1) antecedent negation (praga« 
bhava) (2) annihilative negation (pradhvamsabhava) (3) 
absolute negation (atyantabhaoa), (4) mutual negation 
(anyonyabhava). The first three are grouped together and 
are technically termed savssargabhava, Thus abhava is 
broadly classified into two viz., samsargabhava and anyonya- 
bhava, It is stated in the Karikavali thus: abhdvastu doidha 
samsarga nyonydbhava-bhedatah. 


Sti Ramanuja is of the view that mutual negation or 
difference that exists in cloth from pot can be considered to 
be identical with the state of being a cloth (patatva). The 
latter as has been explained earlier is nothing but configu« 
ration of the cloth itself. The configuration of cloth which 
is thas identical with mutual negation is, however, a posi- 
tive entity, It comes to this that mutual negation which 
is admitted to be one of the varieties of abhava can be treat- 
ed as a positive entity. Our author says that this explanae 
tion can be extended to samsargabhava also, that is to say, 
that the three kinds of negation which form one unit, viz. 
samsargabhava are only positive entities, The absolute nega- 
tion of pot is of the nature of the existence of the colour 
of bare floor. The annibilative negation of pot is of the 
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nature of potsherd and the antecedent negation is identical 
with the state of being a lump of clay. Thus the three 
kinds of abhdoa which are known as samsargibhdva can be 
treated as positive entities, 


Our author argues that the Naiyayika also has to sub= 
scribe to the above view. According to him, the negation 
of the negation of the pot (ghatabhdvdbhava), although a 
negation, is identical with pot which is a positive entity. 
He does not treat it to be a separate negation. For in that 
case, the negation of “the negation of the negation of the 
pot” (ghatabhavabhavabhava) must be admitted to be a dis- 
tinct. abhdva, This cannot be admitted in view of the fact 
that such an admission could lead to infinite regress. 


Our author argues that since Naiyayika also has to sub« 
scribe to the view that the negation of the negation of the 
positive entity — pot, there is no reason why it should not 
be held that the negation of the pot is also a positive 
entity. 


(41) 
dantaaad facie afiat ada wad 
AAA: SFAAGYASA TAVTAPTAGEAATA: | 
FAT UISAT SARA EM POUT AT: 
Sraraaalseaath a ge a: sirneaqaea: |] ve 


Wise men conssder non-existence to be positive 
in nature. They view absolute non-existence to be of 
the nature of the colour (or some aspect of the floor). 
The place which is different from the floor that con- 


} sists of a pot is non-existence ofa pot. In the other 


school (Nyaya-Vaisegika) a house or a court-yard con- 
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ditioned by the time wherein’the floor is devoid of pot 
is admitted to be the substratum of pot. In our view 
too, the colour etc., of the floor is absence of pot. 
Apart from this, we do not find anything extrancous 
as absence. 


According to the Visistadvaitins absence of pot is not the 
bare floor itself as in the Prabhakara school of Mimarhsas 
If the bare floor itself is identical with the absence of pot, 


then the expression “in the floor there is absence of pot” 


which involves difference between the floor and the absence 
of pot would not hold good. To obviate this difficulty, the 
Visistidvaita school holds that absolute non-existence of 
pot is not bare floor but is only the colour or some other 
aspect of the floor, The colour or some other aspect of the 
floor exists on the floor. Hence there is the usage ‘the 
colour is on the floor’ or ‘the colour of the floor’ involving 
difference between the floor and the colour, Now accord- 
ing to the Visistadvaita it is the colour of the floor that is 
identified with the absolute nonexistence of the pot. 
Hence there could ‘be the valid usage that absolute non- 
existence of the pot is on the floor; 


It might be asked that since absolute non-existence of 
pot is eternal, there will be the valid perceptual knowledge 
of the absence of the pot on the floor, even when a pot is 
existing. The objection is answered by making a reference 
to the Nydya-Vaisesika position. The latter too holds that 
absolute non-existence is eternal. The question naturally 
arises as to why there should not arise the valid perceptual 
knowledge of the absence of pot even when a pot exists. 
To this Nyaya-Vaisesika replies that although the absence 
of pot is eternally present on the floor, yet what gives rise | 
to the valid perceptual knowledge of the absence of pot is 
not the floor as such, but the floor conditioned by the 
particular time when pot is not present. In the same way, — 
the Visistadvaitin says that although the absence of pot is 
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eternally present in the colour of the floor yet it is only 
that colour of the floor conditioned by the particular time 
when pot is not present that answers for the valid percep- 
cual cognition of the absence of pot, Thus the Vis stad- 
vaitin reduces the category abhava to a positive entity. 
Antecedent negation of pot is nothing but the material 
cause — clay. Annihilative negation is nothing but pot- 
sherds. Mutual negation between the cloth and a pot is 
only clothness which is nothing but the configuration of a 
cloth. Absolute noneexistence is nothing but the colour or 
some aspect of the floor. Vide: 


prabhakaramate adhikaranasyaiva abhavatodngikarat 

bhatale ghato nastili adhdradheyapratiteh bhrantitvam. 
asmakarstu bhataladivytti-rapadyatmakasya ghatabhave 
abhyupagamdat tat prattich pramatvam (Ratna~sarini p. 63). 


(42) 


aa aa aeat fat Paafaat aa ateister feed 
asaaragaaratta a ffad aati fete 

Sedamaaaaraaiesa edo 
Damaadd saAl aTaA HRT] FeITAT| BR I 


O Lord! You have entered into the sentient and 
insentient beings after having created them. There- 
by you are spoken of in the Upanigadic text (Taittiriya) 
as of the nature of the world. The Chdndogyopanisad 
inthe section entitled Sandilya-vidya) speaks of the 
entire world to be Your body, on the ground that it 
arises from the Lord, lapses into Him, (and is sustain- 
ed by Him). By this, the schools which consider the 
import of the Upanigadic text to be identity of jtva 
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and Brahman have been rejected. The view that 
there is difference-cum-identity between Brahman and 
Fiva, and the view that there is real identity between 
Brahman and Jive and superimposed identity between 
Brahman and the world are also rejected. 


It has been said earlier that there is no category like 
jati or universal apart from the configuration. Since the 
configuration of an object is inseparable from the object, 
word employed to convey the configuration would definitely 
convey the object too which is inseparable, from the confi» 
guration, From this it follows that since every object of 
the world remains inseparable with the supreme Lord, any 
word employed to convey an object would invariably refer 
to the Supreme Lord. 


The Advaitins argue that since sentient beings are 
identical with Brahman and non-sentient beings as they are 
non-real are not different from Brahman, Brahman is 
absolute. ViSistadvaita, however, argues that since the 
sentient and insentient beings remain inseparable with the 
supreme Lord and since the supreme Lord is the soul of all 
beings, any word employed to refer to a sentient or insen- 
tient object would necessarily point to the Supreme Lord, 


(43) 
a4 Sraleareontaaeor 
Sad Teas + PHeaeqn- 
qeoqraqaiaapay aaqa: saa | 
aA seats Saeasi angeatagaa- 
gieaUbreg ereplaataed fg: ara: |) 83 I 


The word arunaya present in the text that conveys 
the substance — one year old calf, merely conveys the 
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colour-redness, Words ending with kdraka-vibhakti 
do not undergo mutual relation. Hence the word — one 
year old calf, is not directly related to redness, but only 
indirectly. Thus has been commented by Prabhakara 
in the arund@dhikarana. 


It is said that every word (say, soul) conveys the supreme 
Lord having the soul as His body. This amounts to saying 
that the meaning of a word is a complex entity. It is 
objected that this position is contradictory to the maxim 
arrived at in the arunddhikarana (Parvamimasasd-satra: III, i, 
12). This section discusses the import of the sentence- 
arunaya pingakgya ekahdyanya somam krindti (Buy the Soma 
creeper by means of red-coloured, tawny-eyed and one 
year=old calf). Here since the red colour is conveyed by 
the word having instrumental suffix, it is the means of pur-~ 
chasing the soma creeper- But as the red colour is an 
immaterial quality, it cannot serve as a means, and hence 
it is indirectly related to the sense of purchasing through its 
being a determining characteristic of the substance calf, 


From the above it follows that a word does not con- 
vey a complex factor as its sense, If it were s0, the word 
aruya would convey the calf as associated with redness: 
And this would easily be related to the sense of purchasing. 
The very fact that the Parvamimamsa school accepts that 
the word arund is related to the sense of purchasing through 
its being a determining characteristic of the substance 
‘calf? shows that the meaning of the word arund is merely 
the quality — redness and not the complex entity—calf as 
associated with redness, In the same way, the word ‘soul’ 
would convey only the sense of soul and not the Supreme 
Lord having the soul as His body. Hence the Visistadvai- 
tin’s assertion that every word conveys the Supreme Lord as 
having tbe particular object is wrong. 
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SRO B AGT: 

aan carasTaahear | 
sfaaanaraareat 

qfafe fagsi epctaata 1 82 I 


The interpretation of the Arunddhikarana in the 
Sribhdsya by Sri Ramanujais taken to be appro- 
priate. The other interpretation (by the Mimémsakas) 
is not proper. And, this would become clear in the 
assembly of scholars. 


(45) 


saris 224 faeeafraisaatara, 

yeu aed aoa aeaefaaa_| 
fahated eaata aaa aaat- 

fae at dearaafia feaia eretaar il 8% I 


Although the substance ‘one year old calf? is re- 
ferred to in the sentence (arunaya), etc.), yet, since 
there is not the usage of dissimilar case-endings, the 
complex entity (namely, the substance as associated 
with red colour) becomes the content of the verbal 
cognition from the word aruna on the basis of the 
maxim arrived at in the dkrtyadhikarana. The similar 
case endings of the words (arund and ekahd yant) convey 
the identity of the substantive feature of their senses. 
The case-ending has three aspects. Just as it conveys 
the sense of number, in the same way it conveys the | 
sense of kdraka, too. 
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A case-ending has three aspects: vacana-vibhakti, karaka: 
vibhakti, and samana-vibhakti. By the first one, it conveys 
the sense of number and is related to the sense of prakrti 
(arund). By the third one, it conveys the identity of its 
sense with the other sense of the word having similar case« 
ending. By the second one, it is related to the sense of 
purchasing the soma creeper. 


(46-48) 


ay went, 

agaatatiaa Jeez Ba 
eRRSTAaTATryaIaaA ae | 

aalaer adtsara Baars 
ane Tacos aa: aaer dat |fe: 1 Be I 


qamamacdara da: ata: 

aaa feRaa TAM: BA a sts ats | 
eeanty fae! qua Sls 4 steal 

a eaaafaretaiaag at Sq sari aa: il Be 1 


qenneaaaag Beat area da: ge 
qasarsaraniaeanaaes Fe | 

cea A Aad weitere 
TARE TRA AAASA AG | BS II 


In the initial stage the individual soul, on the 
basis of the independence bestowed upon him, by the 


Lord has the knowledge of the material cause of an 
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effect, desire to have the effect, and the mental resolve 
to produce the effect. Herein as regards the first act, 
the Lord neither prevents the soul nor permits him to 
act. But in regard to the second and the successive 
activities the Lord is the dispenser of the fruit of the 


activities either sinful or meritorious in the form of 
good or bad fruits. 


The Supreme Lord on the basis of his unimpeded 
independence does not prevent the soul from commit- 
ting interdicted action in the initial stage. He, how- 
ever, directs him to perform the second and the 
successive acts in accordance with (the latent impres- 
sions arising out of) his past act. This does not con- 
stitute any defect on the part of the Lord. On the 
other hand, it constitutes glory to Him. It is because 
the Upanisads declareto be so. (In ordinary experi- 
ence too), it is noticed that inflicting punishment upon 
the foes is considered to be a virtue and not a defect 
(on the partof the kings). If thesupreme Lord were 
not admitted then independence which is a quality 
would not have a substratum. If the Lord were 
admitted (on the basis of the Upanisads) then indepen- 
dence too should be admitted (as present in Isvara 
because the Upanisads declare so). 


When the individual soul refrains from commit. 
ting interdicted actions, the Lord along with Goddess 
Lakgmi overlooks his innumerable demerits accumu- 
lated in his numerous previous lives and helps him to 
attain infinite bliss, The group of qualities preceded © 


by compassion on the part of the Lord shines forth in . 
ap unimpeded manner. 
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The Upanisadic text ‘He who himself dwelling in jiva 
controls it from withia” (Brhadaranyaka 5-7-22), “He makes 
those whom He wishes to the higher world do good deeds,” 
(KaU 3-9) and the like speak of God as directing the Jiva 
to act. Here there arises the following question: If Isvara 
were admitted to direct the jiva to act, then he will be sub- 
ject to partiality and cruelty, We observe that some jizas 
perform good deeds and some other bad deeds. If Iévara 
were held to be directing a jiva to act, then it implies 
partiality and a resulting inclination in favour of some 
jivas and against some jivas. Moreover, if ISvara directs a 
jiva to commit interdicted actions which result in the ex- 
perience of misery, then He is cruel, that is, He has positive 
pleasure in inflicting misery upon the jivas. 


The above objection is answered by the Visistadvaitin 
as follows: The Upanisads affirm unimpeded independence 
on the part of Iévara. He allows the jivas to act according 
to their free-will in the first stage. Then depending upon 
the merit or the demerit of the individual sovl, the Lord 
dispenses the fruits of those actions and makes him perform 
good or bad acts as the case may be. 


Herein lies the question of free-will and determinism. 
Actions performed have a two-fold effect: 1. Merit or 
demerit. 2. Latent impressions. The former will defini- 
tely yield forth its fruits. The latter makes one perform 
good or bad actions. The individual soul has freedom to 
check the bad latent impressions and thereby committing 
interdicted actions. If he performs good deeds, then God 
is pleased thereby and helps him to attain infinite bliss that 
is liberation. 


(49) 
ay aaraneiaraaeeo 
at Aqgdtmaaaeaar sero sara 
quia Temi ACHAT | ATA, 
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TAIRA WaT 
TAM Tad aeehiaea weAOTIATAI 18S I 


According to Advaita which advocates the doct- 
rine of maya, the Upanigadic texts which speak of the 
world characterised by duality have for their content 
non-real object. The texts whose words are in co- 
ordinate relation to each other are to be interpreted 
in asecondary manner. Further the texts which re- 
concile the apparent contradiction between the texts 
that convey duality and the texts that convey identity 
are abandoned fully. Moreover perceptual cognition, 
etc., which point to determinate objects should be 
abandoned. There is contradiction to logical reason- 
ing in an abundant measure. In the system of Sri 
RamAanuja, however, everything holds good. 


(50) 


4 3d slaqaaecgolasgr: ofae f& aa 
fkeadaaonitaeaa agaaetaan | 

ao ae aeaadatela say: sata aa: 
seas, saaaat AeRAgAATA A Ye 


(The Advaitins contend:) “The Upanisadic texts 
do not convey difference. It is because it is well- 
known in ordinary experience. On the other hand, 
non-duality or identity is not known through any 
other source. Hence let identity be accepted, as the 
import of the Upanigads. A text is significant only in 
respect of that sense which is not known through any 
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other sense”’, This is a futile attempt (on the part of 
Advaitins). It is because the content of the import of 
Upanigadic text is well-known as something different 
from what is known in ordinary experience like iden- 
tity as admitted by you. 


Our author states that although difference between pot 
and cloth is well-known in ordinary experience, yet, differ- 
ence between the Lord and the soul in the form that the 
Lord is the Controller and the jiva is the controlled is not 
known, And it is this difference not known through any 
other source that is conveyed by the scripture. 


Advaitins also have to subscribe toa similar position. 
Identity of the meanings of words ‘this’ and ‘Devadatta’ in 
the expression ‘This is that Devadatta’ is kaown io ordinary 
experience, and hence it need not be conveyed by the Sruti, 
Advaitins would say that it is the identity between the true 
nature of jéva and that of Jévara which is not known through 
any other source that is conveyed by the scripture. 


(51) 
asaavaacaterst agama ae afate 
Aa aa fafafafreaarazrrcretzaa_| 
oarnagana farnaeast Ga: ae 
Fa RRA Bale a Be: Bp: hl 4e 


The Svetasvatara text in the words “eko bahiindm” 
speaks of the multiplicity of the individual souls. Like 
the Vedic text which enjoins the substance purodaSa 
as qualified by its relation to cight kapalas and to the 
deity—fire, the above text speaks of the soul to be 
many and eternal, How are we to know excepting 
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through the scripture the eternity and the multiplicity 
of the souls and also clear difference between the soul 
and God that the former is inward and the latter is 
external in the state of liberation. 


(52) 
ama IeeATAG ag fe 
yeaa safakeaa fog aceangtaat | 
agi afta a Agaqaeaar aaah 92 
goad ofaafeafaara ae: aaritala i 4% i 


What satisfactory answer could the Advaitin give 
to the question as to whether in every group of words 
having co-ordinate relation what is signified by one 
word is different from what is signified by the other 
or not different from that? If the Advaitin says that 
the meaning of the two words do not differ, then one 
of the two words need not be employed at all. If 
they differ, then the opponent's criticism would apply 
to himself. 


The Advaitins argue that the Upanisadic texts such as 
tattvamasi consist of words having similar case-endings and 
they are placed side by side to each other. Hence they 
intend conveying the identity of their meanings. The 
primary meaning of tat is God who is an omniscient Being. 
The primary meaning of tvam is jioa who is an igoorant 
one, Any identity between the two is an impossibility on 
account of the opposing attributes present in each of the 
two. Hence the Advaitins suggest that it is not the primary 
meanings that are considered to be identical. The words 
through secondary signification known as jahadajahallaksand 
leave out the adjectival features present in their primary 
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meanings and convey the substantive feature that is pure 
consciousness only, Now the secondary meaning of fat and° 
toam is consciousness only and hence identity is possible. 
Thus the Advaitins say that in order to maintain the co-ordi- 
nate relation between two words laksand (secondary signi- 
fication) must be resorted to. If it is not resorted to, then 
identity is not possible. Ifidentity is not conveyed, then 
co: ordinate relation is meaningless, 


The Viégistadavaita rejects the above position thus: the 
question is asked as to whether the meanings of the two 
words are identical or different. If the first alternative is 
held then it is argued that one word is enough and another 
word ‘is totally unnecessary. To get over this difficulty if 
the Advaitins say that the meangings of the two words are 
different, then according to them the text does not 
convey the sense of identity as such and the co-ordinate 
relation between the words stand contradicted, 


(53) 
eqaalaad faritaila aqeerdaeat sa: 
ARaARaaecaAa alafaaqaraene | 
alamianatagang alata 9A: 
ata samangd cafiarigg a Agr a Il 43 I 


Some, however, say thus: the subject of discussion 
viz., the world is non-real on the ground that it is an 
object of knowledge, on the basis of the illustrative 
example of silver superimposed upon a shell. In res- 
pect of this inferential argument we shall state thus: 
Thisinferential argument is stultified by the proof that 
comprehends the subject (of inference). Moreover the 
fallacy of upadhi set forth in the aphorism is also clear. 
Further the ground of inference lacks correspondence. 


http://acharya.org 


62 THE TATTVASARA OF SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 


The Advaitins hold that Brahman alone is the reality 
and the world of objects presented in cognition ia not real. 
This they prove on the basis of inference which is as 
follows: The world of objects is non-real, because it comes 
within the range of knowledge, like the shell-silver. The 
illustrative example here is shell<silver. It ia an object of 
knowledge. Itis non-real because it is sublated by the 
cognition in the form “‘this is not silver.”’ 


In the same way the world of objects is perceived and 
it is said in the Upanisads that it is sublated by the know- 
iedge of Brahman. Hence the world of objects is non-real. 


The Visistadvaitins ‘reject the above position on the 
following grounds: The above inferential argument is 
vitiated by the fallacy known as badha. The inferential 
argument “Fire is cool, because it is a padartha” is held to 
be vitiated by the fallacy badha. That is, the absence of 
the thing (viz, Coolness) that is sought to be established is 
known in fire through another pramana, viz. perception. 


In the same way, in the present inferential argument 
too, the subject of inference viz. the world, is known as 
real. That is, perception which gives us the knowledge of 
the objects of the world shows the objects to be sat only. 
Perception is always of the form “‘ghatah san, patah san’’ (the 
pot is real, the cloth is real) etc. We require the 
knowledge of the subject of inference. Otherwise inferen- 
tial argument itself could be an impossibility. Here the 
paksa or the subject of inference is the world of objects, It 
is the dharmi. The proof that gives us the knowledge of 
dharmi (dharmigrahakamana) is perception. The latter while 
giving rise to the knowledge of the world of objects gives 
us the knowledge that it is real. Hence by perception it is 
knowao that the subject of inference, viz., the world of 
objects is known to be associated with the absence of 
sddhya. Hence this inferential argument which secks 
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to prove the non-reality of the world is vitiated by the fall~ 
acy known as badha. 


The second defect as regards the Advaitin’s inferential 
argument is that it is vitiated by upadhi. Upadhiisa 
characteristic feature which is present in every substratum 
where sadhya or the thing that is sought to be established is 
present. And, it is not present in every substratum where 
the ground of inference or hetuis present. In the present 
inferential argument sublatability (sadhitatva) is the upadhi, 
It is present in every substratum where the sddhya, viz. 
non-reality is present. It is not present in every substra« 
tum where the hefu or the ground of inference is present, 
For example the hetu viz., object of knowledge is present 
according to the Visistadvaita in God, but sublatability is 
not present therein. Hence sublatability or badhitatoa 
is an wupadhi. It is co-present with sddhya and not s0 
with the Aetu. This suggests that there is no invariable 
co-existence between the hetu and sddhya, The fallacy of 
upaphi is indicated by the author of the Brahmasatras in the 
aphorism “‘paidharmydccha na svapnadivat.” This aphorism is 
intended to reject the Yogicira view that the world of 
objects is non-real, The Yogacira school says that every 
cognition has an unreal object as its content, because it is 
a knowledge like the knowledge of the dream objects, This 
the author of the Brahmasatra rejects by saying that the 
object of the dream cognition is non-real because it is 
sublated subsequently: This is not the case with the 
cognition of the objects at the waking state. It is impore 
tant to note here that the criterion of non-reality is sublata- 
bility. It serves as an upadhi in this inferential argument 
ultimately preventing the rise of the knowledge of invaria* 
ble relation between the hetu and the sdhya, that is, dr$yatva 
and mithyatva, 


The third ground on the basis of which the inferential 
argument of the Advaitins is rejected by our author is as 
follows: 
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The hetu — dSyatoa is not invariably related to the 
sadhya viz., mithydtva, It is because, it is related to sadhya- 
bhiva also. Here sddhyabhava is satyatva or reality. We can 
have the invariable relation “Whenever there is drSyatva, 
that isin God, we have mithyatavdbhava, that is, satyatva,”” 
That is the hetu is associated with sadhyabhava too. This 
means that it lacks correspondence, On the above three 
grounds, the Visistadvaita considers the Advaitin’s argue 
ment to be false, 


(54) 
fica afratae aig ag sa: aad fasta 
a3: aa: saat wala & ale at aaagaeiha: | 
area qeaeq af vali aa faeareacatia 
aaa a someqaaaantig weed FT Ye I 


If reality which is sought to be established (on 
the basis of inference) in respect of the world were 
non-real, then indeed the world is real and the ground 
of inference seeks to establish what has already been 
established. If non-reality were real, then, there will 
be loss to the spirit of Advaita. If, however, it is said 
that non-reality is reduced to the substratum, that is, 
Brahman, then also the ground of inference establishes 
what is already established. Thus your inferential 
argument to prove the non-reality of the world is fully 
rejected. 


On the basis of the inferential argument “The world is 
non-real because it is an object of knowledge” the Advaitins 
seek to establish the non-reality of the world. It is asked as 
to whether the non-reality which is sought to be established 


through inference is real or non-real. If it were real, then 
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there would be two realities, viz. Brahman and the non-rea- 
lity. Thus there would be loss to the spirit of Advaita, 
However, if it were admitted that non-reality is non-real 
then the world is real and the inference in the final analy- 
sis seeks to establish the reality of the world, The latter is, 
however, known already and so the inference suffers from 
the fallacy of seeking to establish what is already known. 
The Advaitins might say that the non-reality is only super= 
imposed upon Brahman and when the knowledge of Brah= 
man arises, it is reduced to its substratum viz,, Brahman 
To this. the Visistadvaitin Says that in that case the in~ 
ference seeks to establish only Brahman which is always 
existent, and thus it again suffers from the fallacy of 
seeking to establish what ig already known. 


(55) 
Faraereakit ag aad feat stad 
aTraRAa aalaadted sara | 
aalataadta faracarasaoncaz- 
marmaerara f& ae sad: garonty TW 44 HI 


What is proclaimed in the Vijfianavada school of 
Buddhism, viz., that everything different from cons- 
ciousness is non-real, that position has been adopted 
by the expounders of the maya@ doctrine — who do not 
know the import of scriptures and the teachings of 
the pramanas which are aided by reasoning, — to give 
it a status that it is based upon the Upanisads. Every 
pramana aided by reasoning rejects Advaitin’s view. 


Vijiidnavada is one of the four schools of Buddhism, 
According to this system, everything — viz, means of knows 


ledge (Pramana), knower (Pramata), object of knowledge 
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(Prameya) and knowledge (Pramiti) — is only the appearance 
of consciousness. And each one of the above factors is non- 
real, The Advaitins also affirm that Brahman 1s conscious- 
ness and it alone is real. Everything apart from it is non- 
real, The Visistadvaita, therefore, says that the view-points 
of Vijfidnavada have been fully adopted by the Advaitins, 
who, however, has given it a Upanisadic background. 


(56) 
alaraatiaeaaeninaa raat 
waa aa qa a feat aaranedifa 3a 
anand atraaaaaa Fakes 
gaa wagash a fra: efaq eee | 46 I 


If it be said that there is difference between the 
viewpoint of those who advocate the doctrine of illu- 
sion and that of (Yogacara school of) Buddhism in this 
that knowledge according to one school (that is the 
Yogacara) is manifold and momentary, while accord- 
ing to the other school (that is, of Advaita) it is one 
and eternal, then it is not sound. It is because accor- 
ding to the two schools manifoldness and momenteri- 
ness, and oneness and eternity are not real characteris- 
tics of knowledge; they constitute the essential nature — 
of knowledge. 


When it is said that there is no difference between the 
viewepoint of Yogacara and that of Advaita, it is contended 
by the Advaitins that there is a notable difference between 
the two systems. According to the Yogacara, cognition or | 
knowledge is manifold and momentary, According to 
the Advaita, however, it is one and eternal, The difference 
clearly distinguishes one school from the other. 
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The Visistadvaita rejects the above contention thus: 
The above contention would hold good provided momen- 
tariness, manifoldness, etc., constitute the real attributes of 
cognition. If it were admitted that they are real attributes, 
then cognition could not be indeterminate in character. 
For the Yogacara and Advaitin, according to which cognis 
tion or knowledge which is the ultimate reality is not an 
object of knowledge, manifoldness, cte., cannot be its 
attributes, They must be held to be of the nature of the 
knowledge itself. And in regard to knowledge as such, no 
distinction could be made, Hence Advaita is exposed to 
the fault of being identical with the Yogacara school of 
Buddhism, 


(57) 


aeuagearanaza Zaza 
yaaa gakla saat & aaa: | 
aaaiaalal aegaaaenkedt 
HARAAGeAT: eHAAAa aA | 4 |) 


In order to obviate the fallacy of infinite regress in 
the case of non-real avidyd, four alternatives are 
suggested, viz.: that avidyd as such is beginningless; it 
brings about the superimposition of other objects as 
well as itself; it is incompatible; and there is the con- 
tinuity of avidyds of the same kind. These four alter- 
natives are clearly applicable to the view that the 
substratum of superimposition also is an absolute 
nothing. 


In the earlier verse it has been pointed out that 
Advaita Vedanta is identical with the Yogicara school of 
Buddhism, In this verse it is pointed out that it is identi- 
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cal with the Madhyamika school of Buddhism too. It is 
argued that the Advaitins hold that maya or avidya superim- 
poses everything else upon Brahman. For its superim- 
position upon Brahman, it does not require another andiyd, 
for, in that case there would be the fallacy of infinite regress. 
Hence the Advaitins say that avidya is responsible for the 
superimposition of every other object as well as itself upon 
Brabman. Thisis one way of avoiding the fallacy of 
infinite regress. The second method is: Avidya is required 
for the superimposition upon Brahman of objects which 
have a beginning.  Avidyd is begianingless and so it does 
not require another factor to get itself superimposed upon 
Brahman. The third course is: It is true that avidyd, in 
order to get itself superimposed upon Brahman, would 
require another avidy4, But we do not have any other 
avidya. Yetthere is the superimposition of avidyd upon 
Brahman. This, however, is incompatible and the incom: 
patibility constitutes glory to the concept of avidyd. The 
fourth method is; It is admitted that the atidyd has another 
avidya for its superimposition. This second avidya also has 
athird one, And, so on ad infinitum. Yet this does not 
constitute a defect. Unbroken succession of several entities 
of the same kind like seed and tree is known as pravahdnddi 
which is not a defect at all, 


Our author states that the above four alternatives can 
be applicable to the substratum ziz., Brahman, If it is 
said for argument’s sake, “let Brahman which is a substra- 
tum be non-real,”’ then the Advaitins could say that if it 
were non-real then it would require another substratum 
which also must be taken as non-real. It would require 
another substratum and so on ad infinitum, Our author 
states that the above difficulty could be got over by the 
Advaitins by the application of the four courses mentioned 
above, The result of the argument is that Brahman also 
being non-real, void or ‘anya admitted by the Madhyamika 
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school of Buddhism would result. Thus the Advaita would 
become identical with the Madhyamika school of Buddbism, 


(58) 


qt wena oy wae: sfaercaa 
aatacaada: fafa deuead Beh | 
ageHeataate ageazean aaa 
fagaa aa a aaa Sle aeahafa: 1 4 1 


Oh, the author of the Khandanakhandakhadya! 
reject (the viewpoints of the Madhyamika school of 
Buddhism). By the reasonings which you have applied 
(against Buddhism) your standpoint also stands rejec- 
ted. So what? If it is said so, then we reply, that just 
as your view holds good by the rejection of the 
Madhyamika view that the substratum too is non-real 
and just asin ordinary experience when the sublating 
factor is proved to be false, the essential nature of an 
object is taken to be real, in the same way when your 
viewpoint is rejected our viewpoint holds good. 


In the Khandanakhandakhadya, Sti Harsa engages himself 
in capricious criticism (vitanddvada), He rejects the con. 
cepts of cause, effect, etc., by saying that the definition of 
these comcepts suffer from the fallacies of interdependence, 
self~dependence and vicious circle. 


Our author argues that if the concepts of cause, effect, 
etc,, are rejected, then by the same token your viewpoint, 
viz., that Brahman is the cause of the world and the world 
is an effect of Brahman would be rejected. It might be 
asked by the Advaitins as to how the above criticism would 
help the Visistadvaitins, Our auther states that if the 
viewpoints of Advaita are rejected, then the viewpoints of 
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Visistadvaita are tobe taken as correct. To explain thie 
position our author cites two examples. The Advaitins 
reject the view of Madhyamika that there could be a sub- 
stratumless erroneous cognition. From this criticism the 
Advaitins argue that their view viz., error points to a sub- 
stratum is proved to be correct, 


In ordinary experience too, we find the applieation of 
the above maxim that when the sublating factor is proved 
to be false, -then what was sought to be rejected by the 
sublating factor is proved to be true, There is a pot ina 
particular room; one utters a sentence “there is no pot in 
this room;” this is a sublating factor. One says that ‘‘the 
statement that there is no pot in this room is false” then 
the existence of pot is taken to be true. In the same way 
if the Advaitins view—that Brahman is the cause and the 
world is unreal effect of Brahman—is rejected, then the 
Visistadvaita vsew that the world is real remains valid. 


(59) 


aiid aaa sacle fa: araafeta 

afafe: at dralefa afge eiscae aqgaa_| 
afate: ara af f a a sala az 

qa aa aala a afaed fase i 48 1 


Here someone says: Knowledge for its manifesta- 
tion depends upon itself, because it is knowledge. If 
it were an object o f nother knowledge, then there 
arises the contingency of its losing its essential nature 
of knowledge, like a pot. This contention is wrong. 
Knowledge is self-luminous only with refernece to its 
substratum. It isnot so for another man. It is thus 
an object of another man’s knowledge. Yet it does not 
lose its characteristic of being a cognition. 
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The Advaitins say that knowledge is self-luminous on 
the basisof the inferential argument “knowledge is self-lumi- 
nous on the ground of its being a knowledge,”’ They argue 
that if knowledge were known or manifested by another 
knowledge then it would cease to be a knowledge; for that 
which is an object of knowledge, (say pot) is not knowledge. 
So if knowledge were an object of knowledge then it ceases 
to be a knowledge. 


The Visistadvaitins argue that the above inferential 
argument suffers from the fallacy of siddhasddhana and badha, 
It might be asked as to whether self-luminosity of know- 
ledge is spoken of for the substratum of knowledge or for 
an entity which is different from the substratum of know- 
ledge. The Visistadvaitins argue that if the first alternative 
were maintained, then the inference is exposed to the fault 
of establishing what has already been known. It is because 
according to the Visistadvaitins the ahampadartha is the 
substratum of cognition, and for the substratum, cognition 
is self-luminous. Hence self-luminosity of cognition with 
reference to substratum of cognition is well-known and so 
any attempt to prove it on the basis of inference would be 
aclear case of siddhasddhana, that is, establishing through infer- 
ence what has already been known through other pramana, 


Another fallacy also may be pointed out against the 
inferences of the Advaitins, In the inferential argument, 
the pakga is cognitions The sddhya is self-luminosity, i.e, 
the manifestation without depending upon any other cogni« 
tion, The Visistadvaitin points out that the cognition 
present in one person is not self-luminous to the other man. 
The latter has to know that, viz. the knowledge of a person 
through inference. The result of this argument is that the 
knowledge comes within the range of another knowledge, 
yet no one admits that the first knnwledge would cease 
to be a knowledge, 
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In the above inferential argument the pratijndvakya is: 
knowledge is self-luminous. There is an experience that 
knowledge present in one person is to be known by the 
other person. Thus the subject of inference is known to be 
associated with the absence of sddhya, and this is exactly 
the case of badha The result of the argument is that although 
the knowledge of one person is known by another man, the 
former does not lose its characteristic of being a knowledge. 


(60) 


am & saasafattaisata: 

wamat mararaqats aerer gfe Fe | 
amaraa af vale tacaaara: 

qeeqy aaa Teague Gasila | ee II 


It is thus: Do the objects manifested by the group 
of cognitions such as perception and the like leave out 
their essential nature on the ground that they are 
being known? If there is loss to the essential nature of 
an object on the ground of its being known, then 
there arises the contingency of a cloth becoming a 
non-cloth like a pot, on the ground that it is an object 
of knowledge. 


In this verse our author says that if the Advaitins say, 
that cognition would lose its essential character, if it iaknown, 


then, it amounts to saying that an object, say, acloth would - 
cease to be a cloth because it is an object of knowledge. — 
Since cloth is known and yet it retains its classscharacteri: | 


stic, viz, clothness, the Advaitins should give up the view 
that if knowledge is not self-luminous and if it is known by 
another knowledge, then it would cease to be a knowledge. 
As has been explained above, knowledge is self-luminous 
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as far as its substratum is concerned, and it is an object of 
knowledge as far as the other individual soul is concerned. 


(61) 


Hara: grat Sfewaly agitate 
Ratiaaen Geass actin ga: | 
aed faa epeoatia afr 
BS a Fe release areagweat il &e 


‘In respect of pot, etc., which are insentient, 
manifestation is only their knowledge. And, non- 
manifestation or concealment is nothing but the 
absence of their knowledge. In the case of Brahman 
which is sentient, manifestation is its essential nature, 
viz, pure conciousness. And concealment or non- 
manifestation (which is the absence’of manifestation) 
would be the destruction of the self. Or else Brahman 
will become insentient or it will never be concealed, 


The Advaitins argue that Brahman is of the nature of 
pure consciousness. Avidyé has a twofold power of conceal 
ment (tirodhdna) and projection (viksepa). By the former 
power, it conceals Brahman, and by the latter it projects it 
in the form of embodied souls, God, and the worlds 


The Visistadvaitins reject the above contention. 
According to them, Brahman which is of the nature of 
knowledge can never be concealed; it is only pot, etc., 
which are insentient that are manifested by knowledge. 
And they are concealed in the sense that there is their non- 
Manifestation or the absence of their knowledge. Since 
manifestation in respect of Brahman is admitted to be the 
‘ssential nature of Brahman itself, concealment which is 
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only absence of manifestation would mean the absence of 
Brahman which is manifestation. In order to get over this 
difficulty, if Brahman were considered as an object of know- 
ledge, then it will become insentient. If, to get over this 
difficulty, it were admitted that Brahman is not concealed, 
then there will be the absence of concealment of Brahman. 
The result of the argument is that there will not be the 
projection of the world, etc. 


(62) 
qualazsaeqraaly ecaeaaE 
a afmaeniqvataedat ar sate | 
alg fa oman age oaeeaafada: 
gfaqraqearal ale wate afeeaaesra 1&2 I 


The manifestation of the object in the form (shell) 
in its general feature is the cause of erroneous cogni- 
tionof silver. The cognition of the specific nature of 
_ Shell (i.e. shellness) which is capable of removing the 
erroneous cognition of silver is not an aid to the 
erroneous cognition of silver. If Brahman were 
manifested in its general nature then there will indeed 
be noend tothe erroneous cognition of the world. 
If Brahmanwere manifested in its specificnature like 
shellness then how could there be the erroneous 
cognition of the world? 


The Advaitins hold that in order that superimposition 
or erroneous knowledge of silver in a piece of shell may be 
possible, what is necessary first and foremost is the mani-— 
festation of shell as ‘this’ and not as shell. In other words 
there should be the manifestation of shell in its general 
aspect and not in its specific aspect. 
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Our author argues that the Advaitins cannot explain 
the erroneous cognition of the world in Brahman on the 
basis of the above analogy. In the first place, Brahman 
of the Advaitins is free from all attributes and so it can 
neither have a general feature nor a specific feature, 
Assuming for the sake of argument that Brahman possesses 
both the features, our author asks as to whether knowledge 
of Brahman in its gencral nature is the cause of erroneous 
knowledge, or the knowledge of Brahman in its specific 
nature, If the former be the case, then such a knowledge 
exists always, and so the erroncous knowledge of the world 
would always exist. If the latter be the case, then there 
is no possibility of erroneous cognition of the world at all, 
because knowledge of Brahman in iis specific feature is 
opposed to superimposition, 


It might be argued that Brahman as such is not oppo- 
sed to superimposition or erroneous knowledge. It is only 
its witness, Brahman reflected in the mental state arising 
out of the major texts of the Upanisads is opposed to 
erroneous knowledge. The Visistadvaitins argue that in 
that case Brahman becomes the content of the mental state 
and so it would cease to be nirvisesa in character. 


(63) 


4 Haag fatale qanifiie 
eases saqratiad a ea | 

wa aftnereigetir g afiaie: gen g- 
wag aRente aa 1&3 


In regard to the view which accepts the doctrine 
Of maya manifold defects have been pointed out. Tf, 
according to that view, Brahman were self-luminous 
and is free from all attributes how is that there is super- 
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imposition of jiva who is possessed of attributes (like 
agency, enjoyership) etc., upon the consciousness that 
is the content of the notion ‘I’. Farther how could 
there be the cessation of that superimposition? 


The Advaitins hold that Brahman is self-luminous and 
is free from all attributes and it is the content of notion ‘I’, 
Sti Sankara in his celebrated introduction to his commen- 
tary on the Brahma-satra explains the theory of superim= 
position of the nature of jioa upon Brahman, In this 
connect.on he states that Brahman is asmatpratyayavisaya, 


Our author raises the question as to how could there 
be the superimposition of jiva, who is associated with the 
characteristics of being am agent, experient, etc. upon 
Brahman which is attributeless, 


The Advaitins might say that Brahman which is pure 
consciousness gets itself reflectedin mind and it is the res 
flected image that is knowa as jiva. The characteristic of 
being an agent, etc, are present in the mind and they are - 
falsely attributed to the jiva whois the reflected image. 
Our author rejects the above conteaotion thus: In the 
first place, there could be no reflection of pure conscious- 
ness in any revealing media, For only objects which 
possess some form and colour would get reflected in a re- 
vealing medium, Brahman has no form and as such it 
could not undergo any reflection; and so the view that the 
reflected image of Brahman is jiva falls to the ground. 


Even assuming that Brahman undergoes reflection, it 
is not correct to say that the characteristics of being an 
agent, etc-, which are present in the mind are falsely attri- 
buted to the reflecsed image. It is because mind being an 
insentient entity cannot bave any such characteristics. 
Hence the Advaitins have to:admit that the mature of jioa: 
is essential to Brahman. Inthat case the removal.of the, 


( 
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nature of jiva is an imposibility, for what it natural canno 
be removed at all. , 


(64) 


afar df eaanetate easifa ag: 
TERA GAG Alay sla | 

areata} aasalaatiag? q fafa 
frerfa: datat ag wale aasttartiea: tl ee 


When the substratum, viz., jiva is spontaneously 
manifested in the form ‘I’ the characteristics of body 
are attributed to the selfin the forms ‘I aman animal’, 
‘I am a human being’, etc. This attribution takes 
place when the atomic size, etc., which are not 
capable of being related to the body are concealed. 
Concealment here is indeed the contraction of the 
dharmabhita-jidna comprehending the atomic size, etc. 


In this verse our author says as to how could there be 
the attribution of the characteristics of the body upon the 
self in the system of Visistadvaita, He says that the self or 
Jioa is always manifested as ‘I’. With reference to the jiva, 
there is another cognition comprehending the essential 
features of jiva; and, this cognition is termed dharmabhiata- 
jiina, This dharmabhatajfdna is entirely different from the 
aclf, Owing to the past karma of the jiva there is contrac- 
tion of thisdharmabjita jaana This results in the nonecom- 
prehension of the essential features of the jiva, vin., its 
atomic size, eternity, etc. This leads to the attribution of 
the characteristics of the body upon the self. Then the 
Visistadvaitin says that the atomic size, eternity, etc., are 
concealed; there arises no contingency of the loss of jiva 
because atomic size, otc., are only the attributes of jiva and 
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are not of the nature of jizva, Further concealment here 
means only the contraction of the dharmabhita jians. 


It may be noted here that when Visistadvaitin says 
that there is the attribution of the characteristics of the 
body upon the self this attribution is not false or anirvacaniya 
as in tbe system of Advaita. It is real. On the epistemo- 
logical side the VisistAadvaita subscribes to the theory of 
satkhyati, The usage ‘I am the body’ etc. is only gauna or 
figurative and not mithya or false. 


Dharmabhata jfidna is classified under the category of 
dravya in the Visistadvaita, It is a guna notin the sense of 
a quality but in the sense of a subsidiary feature. It is sub- 
sidiary to jiza. 


(65) 


aéaada aa geval ag ag- 

‘iat agg fuer daft 4 aaa Aa sats | 
aaceaararatart alia 

Sates: TH ATA FEI | & 1 


In fact the state of being the substratum of 
dharmabhiita-jfidna and the state of being the character 
of ‘I’ notion are the attributes of self and not of the 
body. Yet this fact is not noticed because of the 
beginningless attribution of the body to the soul. 
Now at this stage, on-the basis of the Upanigadic 
texts aided by reasoning and also by the cognitive 
trance, the self is manifested as different from the 
self. 


Now it is asked as to how could there be the attribution 
of the qualities of the body upon the self when there is the 
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manifestation of the specific features of the self viz., the 
state of being the content of ‘I’ and the state of being the 
substratum of the dharmabhatajaana. It is answered in this 
verse that the above two are the specific features of the 
self no doubt. Yet in the transmigratory process which is 
beginningless the self is not taken to be different from the 
body. Hence there is absence of knowledge that the above 
two features do not belong to the body. The reason is that 
there is absence of comprehension of the Opposition bet~ 
ween the qualities of the body and the aboveementioned 
specific features of the soul. By the study of the Vedanta 
aided by reflection and by the practice of the means to yoga, 
there is the manfestation of the self as dstinct from body, 
etc, 


(66) 


siacgfend @ silat aq: sean areata 

aa slafaegfafe 4 aqedaaaaal | 
amTeTaRT ATE TARTAR 

araatsls Peraa ae ageaaareat ae: 1 ee 


The view that there is liberation while one con- 
tinues to live will not hold good. It is because it is 
fully opposed to perceptual evidence and is removed 
by a weapon in the form of scriptures, In view of 
this, this is rejected even earlier by Apastamba, 
By Sage Vyasa too who is the preceptor of those who 
follow the Upanigadic standpoint, the concept of jivan- 
mukti has been rejected, 


The Advaitins advocate the concept of jivanmukti, 
According to them, self-realisation or knowledge of Brah- 


man removes all the accumulated merits and demerits of 
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knower of Brahman and prevents the rise of future merit or 
demerit, in his case, They add that when they say that 
all the accumulated merits and demerits are removed, a 
distinction must be made within the accumulated merits 
and demerits as those which are not fructified and those 
which are fructified, i.c. which have started yielding fruit in 
the form of the present body, by remaining in which the 
soul has attained the knowledge of Brabman. According to 
Advaita, a soul if it is unembodied, cannot attain the 
knowledge of Brahman. It comes to this that if the soul is 
to attain the knowledge of Brahman, it should be embodied. 
And embodiment is caused by the fructified merits and 
demerits, which constitutes a portion of accumulaled merits 
and demerits, Thus the knowledge of Brahman, if it 
should arise, depends upon fructified deeds. Hence it is not 
reasonable to hold that knowledge of Brahman removes the 
fructified deeds — its sustaining factor. The knower of 
Brahman continues to live in the body till the fructified 
merits and demerits are exhausted. When they are exhau- 
sted the body of jivanmukta falls off and he re-mains as 
Brahman. This is known as Videhamukti. 


Our author, following the Sribhisya of Sri Ramanuja, 
states that the concept of jivanmukti does not hold good. 
The author of the Brahmasiitra in the aphorism ‘‘tadapiteh 
samsaravyapadesat” (4-2-8) states that immortality does not 
imply separation of the soul from the bodys for the seripture 
says that savisara is embodiedness upto the reaching of 
Brahman (Chandogya Upanisad, 8-13-21). Vide: Sribhdsya 
(4~2-8). Our author cites the autbority of Apastamba to 
prove that the concept of jizanmukti does not hold good. In 
the aphorism ‘‘huddhe cet ksemaprapanam ihaiva na duhkhams 
upalabhyeta” (2-21-16) states that ifimmortality is attained 
by mere knowledge of the self, then the knower of the self 
will not experience misery in the body. Since it is noticed, 


that one who is said to have attained the knowledge of 
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Brahman experiences misery, it should be concluded that 
one is not liberated. 


_ It should be noted here that Apastamba has rejected 
the concept of jivanmukti without embarking upon the dis- 
cussion upon the relative merits of the dualistic and non- 


dualistic system. This is implied in this verse by the word 
“adau’’, 


(67) 


a 
% aqiea: erat Plana: aed 
aga: TAG Habel BAVA | 
wel agaqeatyanindiana 4 a 
A x 
alemrendeanad aaa ef i &9 1 
Where are the scriptures and where are they who 
are deeply engrossed in the system of Sankara? 
(According to them) just as the validity of the texts of 
Buddha is false (as they are associated with the defects 
in the mind of the Buddha), in the same way the 
validity of the Veda too is false (as the Veda is based 
upon the defect of maya present in Brahman). Alas! 


by those who are caught by the crocodile in the form 
of kali, these people are recognised as Vedantins. 


(68) 
Raa” Taka 
Tag Tag aM MATAR: | 
mea aaa. eaaedaatteser 
4 MaterestaR areata TSA I RS | 
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Some Upanigadic texts prescribe auspicious quali- 
ties in a general way in the case of the Lord. Some 
other texts prescribe specific qualities with reference 
to Him. In the same way there are certain texts 
which negate all inauspicious qualities in a general 
manner while some other texts, in a specific manner. 
Some philosophers under the pretext of the maxim 
arrived at in the apacchedddhikarana enter into a discus- 
sion regarding the relativestrength of the above texts. 
The application of the maxim will be heartening to 
those who have not made any close study of the 
Pirvamimamsd. 


Some Upanisadic texts speak of God as possessing all 
auspicious qualities, There are certain other texts which 
speak of the Lord as attributeless or nirguna; i.e. these texts 
negate all qualities in God. Inthe same way there are 
cettain Upanisadic texts which prescribe specific qualities 
like omniacience (yah Sarvajftah sarvavit). There are certain 
other texts which negate specific inauspicious qualities like 
sin, decay, etc. (apahatapapma vijarah). 


The Advaitine are of the view that the texts that negate 
the qualities, auspicious or inauspicious, alone are valid, and 
the texts that prescribe the qualities are not valid, It is 
because in order to negate the qualities what is necessary 
first and foremost is the knowledge of the presence of 
qualities, Without knowing that the qualities exist, one 
cannot attempt at denying them. Thus the texts that pre- 
scribe the qualities are antecedent and the texts that negate 
the qualities are subsequent. And that which is subsequent 
will definitely invalidate the earlier one. 


The above conclusion is arrived at by the Advaitins on 
the basis of the maxim arrived at in the Parvamimisnsa- 
saitras (6~5-19/54) which constitute the section known as 


** Apacchedadhikaraya.”” This section discusses the passage 
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“yodi udgata apacchindyat adaksinam tarh ya jam istod punar ya- 
jita, yadi pratiharia sarvavedasam dadyat,” 


In the jyotistoma sacrifice, the priest should go around 
the sacrificial fire by holding the waist-cloth of the priest in 
front. If the udgata — the priest who chants the hymns of 
the Samaveda, lets go the waist-cloth of the priest in front 
of him, then to expiate this, the sacrifice should be con- 
cluded without giving any sacrificial fee to the priest. If 
the pratiharta — the priest who chants the hymns of the 
Rg-veda — does so, then the sacrifice should be completed 
by giving the entire wealth of the eacrificer as a sacrificia 
fee. If the two let go the waist-cloth successively, then 
the sacrificer should conclude the sacrifice by giving a fee 
that which relates to the latter loss of gtip The point that 
is of importance here is that the subsequent one sublates the 
antecedent one and the latter therefore is ineffective. 


When viewed in the above light, the Advaitins argue 
chat the texts that negate all the qualities which are sub- 
sequent render ineffective the texts that prescribe qualities 
which are antecedent, Further perception which gives rise 
to the knowledge of the world as real (ghatah san) is 
antecedent, Sabdapramana or Upanisadic text is subsequent 
to perception, It gives rise to the knowledge of the world 
as non-real, Being subsequent, it renders the knowledge 
arising through perception invalid. 


Our author while criticising the above contention of the 
Advaitins states that the conclusion reached by the applica- 
tion of the maxim arrived at in the apacchedadhikarana would 
appear to be sound only to those who have not made any 
serious atudy of the Pérvamimaths’ system. There is another 
maxim arrived at in the Mimdmsdsiitras (3, 3, 1/1-9). This 
maxim is known as upakramanyaya, This maxim is .as 
follows: If a particular section of a text conveys a unitary 
‘nse and if there is noticed any apparent contradiction 
between the meaning of the initial pastage and that of the 
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concluding passage, the concluding passage must ibe inter~ 
preted in such a way as not to have any conflict with the, 
meaning of the initial passage. It is because the initial 
passage is of greater force than the concluding passage. 


The above position can be explained by saying that 
at the time of the origination of knowledge of the meaning 
of the initial passage nothing is oppospd to it, as the know 
ledge of the meaning of the concluding passage which may 
be opposed to it has not yet arisen, The knowledge of the 
meaning of the concluding passage at the time of its origi- 
nation has the knowledge of the meaning of the. initial 
passage opposed to it. In other words, the former is 
asafjatavirodhi, i. has nothing opposed to it at the time of 
its origination, while the latter is saitjatavirodhi, i.e, has 
something opposed to it at the time of its origination itself. 
It is on the basis of this that the former is said to be of 
greater force than the latter one, and the concluding passage 
must be interpreted in such a way as notto have any cons 
flict with the meaning of the initial passage. It must be 
added here that this maxim known as opakramanydya is 
applicable only when the later cognition is dependent upon 
the earlier cognition, In the present case the knowledge of 
the negation of the qualities is dependent upon the know- 
ledge of the presence of the qualities which is the earlier 
one, and the earlier one is a sublating factor and the latter 
one is sublated, Hence the texts that speak of the negation 
of the qualities are to be interpreted in such a way as not 
to have any conflict with the text that preacribe the qnali- 
ties, The texts which prescribe all auspicious qualities are 
to be taken as valid and the text that negate the qualities 
are to be interpreted not as negating all qualities but as 
negating inauspicious qualities, Thus the apparent contra- 
diction existing between the texts that prescribe the quali- 
ties and that negate the qualities can be resolved. It is 
totally unnecessary to apply the maxim of apacchedanyaya and 
to treat that the text which negate the qualities alone are 
valid and not the text that prescribe the qualities 
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With the above in view, our author has stated that the 
contention of the Advaitins would be fascinating to thote 
who are not adepts in the Piroamimamsa Sastra. Those who 
are adepts in that s4stra would be knowing the upakramanyaya 
too and by the application of this maxim would treat tne 
two sets of the above-mentioned passages valid. 


(69) 


ARAN colaaraTtaAe- 
eHlaniaatastaaara: | 
srqeatvataqa a fatasteg- 
vera aa faa: sBeaarear 1&8 1 


There are two sets of passages one prescribing 
qualities — modification, body, birth, activity, etc., and 
another negating all these in respect of the Supreme 
Lord. The scope of each one of these two. sets off 
passages differs, and so, there is no opposition between 
them. The affirmative texts thusare not negated by 
the negative texts. 


Some Upanisadic passages speak of God as possessing 
all qualities (sarvagandhah, saroarasah, etc.). There are other 
texts which megate the qualities in respect of Him (nirgunam 
nigkriyams Sintam. etcs), Some texts prescribe modification 
in respect of Lord (tada¢manam soayamakuruta) and some other 
Megate this (satyans jAdnam anantam), (avikaryo’ yamucyate). 
Some texts prescribe body in respect of Lord (adit yavarnan 
tamasah parastat), while certain other negate this (afariram 
Sariresu anavasthegu avasthitam). One particular text pre~ 
scribes birth and negates it (ajayamanah bahudha vijayate). 
Some texts prescribe activity in the form of control in the 
case of the Lord (ekah §astd) while other texts negate it 
(niskriyam). The texts that prescribe all these must be taken 
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as referring to qualities, etc., which are auspicious in nature 
and the texts that negate the qualities, etc. are tobe inter- 
preted as negating qualities etc., that are inauspicious in 
character, Thus there is no contradiction between the two 
sets of passages referred to above. There is no valid reason 
to maintain on the basis of apacchedanaya that the negative 
texts render the affirmative ones invalid, 


(70) 


adidateer fasfafatatear fa fiver a feene- 
WAAATTAL TITAS a rela | 

ait a waaMiah | agaaraad Raad- 

aigal Frist: saga Fas aah ara Il vo 


Does the statement ‘‘One should not cause any 
injury to living beings” contradict the sense of injury 
to an animal prescribed in respect of the sacrifice 
having Agni and Soma as deities? In the Purva- 
mimdmsd-sittra ‘‘chago va mantravarnat” — it has been 
decided that the meaning of the word pasu is only 
goat. On the basis of these two maxims it is known 
that the statement that the Lord who is stated in the 
scriptures as possessing qualities convey the presence 
of all auspicious qualities, and the text which con- 
veys that the Lord is attributeless, conveys the absence 
of inauspicious qualities in Him. - 


Two types of maxims are admitted in Pirvamimarhsa. 
One is a general rule and another a specific one that sets 
aside the general rule (utsargapavddanyaya), The next one is 
prescribing qualities in a general way and in a specific way. 
The Vedic text “One should offer an animal in a sacrifice”, 
isa spccial rule that sets aside the general one that” no 
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injury should be caused to any living being.” Here by the 
general rule, the specific one is not admitted to be contra- 
dicted, In the same way the text that speaks of the Lord 
a8 possessing no attributes is a generalone, The text that 
speaks of Lord as Possessing all auspicious attributes is a 
special one, This is not contradicted by the former, On the 
other hand, on the basis of this latter text, the text that 
speaks of Lord as attributeless is interpreted in the sense 
that Lord is free from all inauspicious attributes, In the 
analogy cited above, we conclude that the text that one 
should not cause any injury to any living being is interpreted 
in the sense that except in the case of sacrifice one should 
not cause any injury to any living being. 

The second maxim is applicable in this way: The 
Supreme Lord is spoken of as free from all impurities 
(nirmala). That is, inauspicious qualities are referred to in 
a general way and are negated. But the text like apahatas 


papmd, etc. specify the inauspicious qualities and negate 
them. 


(71) 
Fara HAIRRAR AAT TTA 
weal aralagiea aeg ai fi af Geo: ae 
maqnaitasyeacaaaaa | 
wate fre: a quae a: a 
TEM BIG RATATHAG Fe AACA || 92 II 


“Who are you?” “I am the one who knows the 
Supreme Being.” “In that case which is the Supreme 
Being?” “Lord Vignu is the Supreme Being.” “How 
is it?” “Jt is known fram the Upanisads such as the 
Taittirtya and the like which ‘are intent upon convey- 
ing the Supreme Reality,”’ . “How, is it that there are 
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other texts (which speak of Rudra as the Supreme re- 
ality)?” ‘The words of those texts are to be taken in 
their etymological senses.” It is asked as to how is it 
that Rudra proclaims himself as supreme being?” “Tt 
is with reference to the Indwelling spirit — Lord 
Vispu.” ‘How is it that Lord is (said to be) born?”’ 
“He only incarnates Himself.” ‘How are we to in- 
terpret the texts? (which speak of other entities as 
Supreme beings)?””_ ‘They must be interpreted in the 
above light.” 


The author, in this and in the following verses discusses 
the identity of the Supreme Being, Sri Ramanuja in his 
commentary on the Brahma~sitra — patyurasamafijas yat 
(2-2-35) speaks of Lord Narayana as the Supreme Being. 
The Taittiriya text (13) ‘‘ndrayanah param brahma tattvam 
udrayanah parah” speaks of Lord Narayana as the Supreme 
Being, It might be asked that in the Atharvasiropanisad, it is 
said that Rudra or Siva alone is the supreme Being — “‘na 
san na cdsan Siva eva kevalah’’, There is another text which 
states that Sambhu is to be meditated upon in the centre of 
daharakasa, These texts speak of Lord Siva as the Supreme 
Being. The abave contention is rejected on the ground 
that the words Siva and Sambhu do not convey the conven- 
tional meaning of Lord Siva. On the other hand, they 
convey through etymologicol derivation Lord Narayana who 
grants bliss. In the Atharvasiropanisad we find that Siva 
speaks of Himself as the Supreme Being. Our author states 
that Siva has done so by referring to his indewelling spirit, 
viz , Narayana whois the Supreme Being. 


It might be asked as to how certain texts like “‘brahma- 
vignu-rudra~indrah te. sarve samprasiygnte” are to be interpreted. 
It is said that this text does not speak of the birth of Lord 


Visnu, but His incarnation, 
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There are some other texts in the Siva-purana wherein 
it ig said that Siva is worshipped by Lord Visnu; Siva is one 
who bestows grace upon Lord Visnu. Our author states 
that these texts are to be treated as not valid. 


(72) 
a sel afyagugmels Peitaatear 
@ Tes GAT. RAGS: BTA | 
ga: alarferargataky aratahasdt 
Tfeala aga sea soaediraaa: | 92 1 


That Supreme Being who is spoken of as possess- 
ing unbounded greatness is spoken of as the cause of 
the world in the Purusa-sikta. Againin the Subdlo- 
panisad, He is spoken of as such. The import of the 
Mahopanisad, etc,, proclaim so. Adopt this method in 
understanding the texts of the Kathopanisad, etc. 
similarly. 


In the Taittiriyopanisad, the section beginning with 
“ambhasya pare’ speaks of Lord Narayana as possessing 
unbounded greatness. The Purusasakta too, in the Passages 
such as “‘veddhametam purusam mahantam”? referring to Lord 
Narayana who is the cause of the world as one possessing 
unlimited greatness, The Subdlopanisad in the passage 
“apahatapapma divyo devah eko narayanah” refers to Lord 
Narayana as the Supreme Being, The Mahopanisad in the 
passage “‘eko ha oai nardyana asit” refers to Lord Narayana 
as the Supreme Being. The Kathopanisad in the passage 
“so adhvanah paramapnoti tad visnoh paramam padam” speaks of 
the ultimate goalas the supreme state of Lord Visnu, By 
the word prabhytiin the text we have to take into con- 
fideration the Maitrayani Upanigad text “savituh varenyam 
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dhruvam acalarh amptamh vignusarmjian sarvddharam n4ma,” 
the Narayanopanigad text “atha puruso ha vai narayanah akama~ 
yata prajah srjeya iti,” and the Paingirahasya text “eko ndrd- 
gana asit na brahma na Saskarah.” 


(73) 
SAS, WARSNNTA TETAS Z A 
SARFAAA AALTATTT ATA ALTIMA: | 
HAAG AeTASAATATA- 
eaatglasaresonarate a: ae aria tl %3 I 


By the statements in the Mahopanisad beginning 
with “eko ha vai nérdyanah”’ Lord Narayana is con- 
veyed as the main import and as the sole cause of the 
world. It is He who is manifested even at the time of 
the dissolution of the entire world consisting of 
Brahma, Siva, heaven, earth, the stars, water, fire, the 
moon and the sun. 


The Mahopanisad \ext “‘eko ha vai ndrayanah” speaks with 
emphasis that Lord Narayana alone is the material and the 
efficient cause of the world. He alone is manifested at the 
time of dissolution. The reading adopted is “‘pranaSavati 
kale” and it is suggested in the commentary Vatsyavarivasy4. 
Another reading adopted in the Ratna-sdrint is prandSayati 
kale. This would mean that Lord Narayana who causes the 
dissolution of the entire world is man fested, 


(74) 
AUGAPASAAIAS THTHRNATAT ATT 
a maa & a gare f a4 gareatat | 


http 
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TIGR fe sah waa: wna Wai : 
are aed daa a gees FRR I ee I 


In the Mahopanisad, the text “‘eko ha vai...” does 
not restate the cause of the world, as the latter is not 
known through any other sources. This is on the 
basis of the maxim adopted in the interpretation of 
the text “‘upart hi devebhyah”. On the strengthof the 
plain meaning of the text, it is enjoined that Lord 
Narayana is the cause of the world and others are 
effects. This is not contradicted by any other proof. 
Moreover, no other feature is enjoined in the text. 


It is objected: the words ha vai in the text “eko ha vai 
ndrdyana 4sit,”” are known to refer to the cause of the world 
conveyed through another text. Hence the text “eko ha vai”’ 
is only a restatement of the fact that Lord Narayana is the 
cause, 


Our author states that the word Aa or vai need not be 
taken as confirming that something is known earlier, It is 
also used as an expletive. The Pirvamimjrmsa school 
takes the word Ai in the text, “‘upari hi devebhyah’’ not as 
restating something that is known already, buc as a mere 
expletive. In the same way, the presence of the word ha or 
vai in the present text dees not suggest that the text is a 
restatement. Being not a restatement, it is taken to enjoin 
the nature of being the cause of the world in respect of 
Lord Narayana, There is no proof other than the scripture 
that conveys that Lord Narayana is the cause of the world. 
Moreover, there is no proof to contradict the position that 
Brahma and ,othera are effects and Lord Narayana is the 
cause. Further, no other factor is noticed as prescribed 
in the text—eko ha vai nardyana, etc. Hence the nature of 
being the cause of the world alone is the main factor 
enjoined in this text, 


http://acharya.org 


92 THE TATTVASARA OF SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 


(75) 


ace arate: qargeda: Pefazasiataleet 

aaa ere afore a arena | 

qa SARRPaMTatasage_ aaa Hea 

ast readammaystreagnagted iy oN 


In the Upanisad belonging to Samaveda(Chandogya) 
it is enjoined that in the lotus of the heart, there isa 
factor which is different from the Supreme Being that 
differentiated the entire world into names and forms 
and which is designated as @kdSa. Therein, by way of 
question and answer, the eight qualities beginning 
from ‘freedom from sin’ and ending with ‘possession of 
purposes which come true,’ and which are eternally 
manifested are spoken of specifically as belonging 
the Supreme Being. 


In the verse (71), the question as to how are we to 
interpret cegtain texts which speak of something higher than 
Lord Narfyana are to be interpreted, In this verse a text 
from the Chandogyopanisad which seems to suggest something 
higher than Lord Narayana is taken up for consideration. 
The text is as follows: “Inside the body there is a small 
lotus. Inside that is the small akafa, And what is in that 
is to be sought after, is to be realised” (Chandogya, 8—1—1), 
This small akaéa is proved.to be the Supreme Being because 
of the two reasons, viz. (1) the subsequent complementary 
texts which proclaim “both the heaven and earth are con- 
tained within it’’ (Cha@ndogya, 8—1—3). ‘‘It is the self free 
from sin, free from old age, deathless, griefless, hungerless, 
thirstless, possessing desires which come true, purposes 
which come true” and (2) the property of being the 
support of heaven, earth, and so on, 
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Now the question it raised at to how the Supreme 
Beitig which is akaga can be considered to be thé Highest, 
as the above Chandogya text (8—1~1) speaks of something 
within that akaga as the one to be tealised, 


The above cortention is answered by saying that the 
Chandogya text (8B—1—2) raises the qaestion — what is it 
that exists in the 4kaéa that has to. be sought after, and is 
_ to be realised. The answer given is that there are eight 
qualities viz., freedom from asin etc,, mentioned above. 
Thus the Chdndogya text does not speak of something diffe- 
rent from @kdéa which is the Supreme Being as present in the 
akasa, but prescribes eight specific qualities for the purpose 
of meditative worships Fhus:the above text does not ipeak 
of anything higher than Lord Narayana. 


(76) 


MgMaealeqet saga Areas 
aa ISAT Presnfeetag qe areata | 
skeera aat agua’ aeaheae ar 
SIP FE Steer SeEAG_ |p o& 


Having stated first that the mcaused Purusa is the 
theans to immortality and negating any otHer path to 
immortality and further to substantiate this view, 
having proclaimed unimpeded Lordship; the text of 
the SvetaSvataropanisad concludes by saying that that 
Which is higher than the Purusa grants liberation. 
This statement must be taken as a rational’ conclusion 

of what has been said earlier. 


The Svetasvataropanisad tex¢ ~ “By knowing that 

reme Being, one transcends’ transtnigration; there is no 

other course open” — speaks of the Supreine Being as'a 
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means to perfection and rejects anything other than this. 
But the same text proceeds to say “‘tato yat uttarataram” 
which would lead to liberation, This means that Lord 
Narayana is not the Supreme Being. Sri Ramanuja in bis 
Sribhagya’on the aphorism ‘tato’ in the Sveiasvataropanigad 
not in the sense of ‘apart from’ or ‘higher than’ but in the 
sense of ‘therefore’. Hence the Svetafvatara text would 
mean, therefore, that which is higher than everything, viz. 
the Supreme Being is the cause of liberation; the knower. 
freed from name and form attaias to the divine Parson. 


(77) 


geataranenTat anak esa 

afafatgae aa Praag saraaRETS | 

qacaiita aadtaatatsta a Fa 53: 

araeas HEI VIG Fa sae: Gee FEA | O° I 


The word Siva employed in SvetaSvatara Upanisad 
text with reference to Lord Narayana who is intro- 
duced in the beginning (of the section) as one bestowing 
liberation and as one who is all-pervasive, possessing 
face, head and neck everywhere is definitely another — 
clear word to signify Narayana. On this ground, it — 
is clearly said further that the great being bestows the 
sattva-guna to the souls. 


In the Svetasvatara Upanisad, there is a text that speaks 
of the all-pervasive entity, which possesses face, head and 
neck everywhere, and which is immanent in the hearts of 
all beings as Bhagavan. and further says that the latter is 
Siva. The point of importance here is that it is Siva and 
not Lord Narayana that seems to be Supreme Being accor 
ding to the Svetasvatara text. 


ee NE eee 
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Our author states that the word Siva etymologically 
means one who grants bliss. The Svetasvatara text speaks 
of the great being that is Lord Narayana as one who grants 
liberation, Hence the word Siva applies to Lord Narayana. 
Moreover, the subsequent text “‘mahdn prabhurvai purusak 
Sativasya esah pravartakak”’ refers to the Great Being as one 
who grants sattvaguya to the souls. The expression ‘Great 
Being’ stands for the one referred toin the beginning of the 
section asone granting liberation. That Great Being is 
Lord Narayana and so the Great Being referred to in the 
text cited above should also be Lord Narayana. He is 
referred to as Siva. 


(78) 
eesmaaata: Frag ake saad e- 
at aria Berar aaa ae f& aa. 
araroa fag rao aaearoneg a 
ag? ereuitaatariaat al AUTReTaTeTSaI: |) 8 |) 


The word Siva which is used in the Svetasvatarv 
Upanisad text with reference to the belng that destroys 
the entire world and which denotes the cause of the 
world would hold good only in respect of Lord Vignu 
who is manifested at the time of dissolution too. Some 
portions ofthe Upanisads which speak of the cause of 
the world in a general way expect the specific cause 
of the world and the other Upanisads proclaim the 
cause of the World by using terms like Vignu, Bhaga- 
van, Narayana, etc. 


It is argued that the Svetasvatara text ‘‘Prior to creation, 
there existed neither cause nor effect, but only Siva” uses 
the term Siva, This term, since it conveys an individual, 


Must be taken to convey its conventional sense of Lord 
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Siva, The result of the argument jg that the word Siva is 
not applicable to Lond Narayana is sought to be made out 
in the previons verse, 


Our author answers the above objection thus: The 
word Siva used in the above Upanisadic text is jntended to 
convey the cause of the world. The Upanisadic texts like 
“visnustadasst”’ **sarvavyapi sa bhagavan’’, “‘eko ha pai narayana 
dsit” refer to the cause of the world as Visnu and Narayana. 
Hence, the word Siva, used in the Svetasvatara text to refer 
to the cause of the world, would signify Lord Narayana 
only. 


(79) 


aaa sin maihag aw ga 
HSA: Vigra F ATA | 
aye aukAa aah Rage: alsa 
AAAS AAT ARAMA: 9% UI 


In the SvstGSzataropanisad the word ‘Siya’ found in 
the latter portion refers to the cause of the world which 
is supreme Being. The latter is Lord Narayana, The 
ward Siva is used in the Upanisad of the Yajurveda 
with reference to Lord Narayaga, The word Nara- 
yana, however, is not acommoan signification of Nara- 
yana, Siva and others. : 


In the latter portion of the Svetasvatara text, it is found 
that Siva is the sole entity (Siva eva kevalah), and Siva is all- 
pervasive (tasmat sarvagatah Sivah). The word Siva does not 
refer tq Lord Siya. It refers ta the Supreme Being which 
ig. stated to be the cause of the world in the beginning of 
SogtdSoqtara in the words ‘“‘udgitametat paramar tu: brahma.’’ 
The Supreme Being is referred to by the terms Bhagauan in 
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the Svetdsvatara text itself. In the texts ‘“‘sarvavyapi sa 
bhagavan,”’ “‘purusa iti cintyam,” the words ‘bhagavan’ and 
‘purusa’ refer to Lord Visnu. 


In the Taittitiyopanisad, there is a Passage Safvatam sivam 
a¢yutam, narayanam. The word Siva is used here as adjectival 
to Lord Narayana, Thus the word Siva is common to both 
Siva and Visnu, while the word Narayana is specific to Lord 
Narayana only. Hence the Svetasoatara text does not speak 
of the supremacy of Siva; on the other hand, it proclaims 
Lord Visnu to be the Supreme Being, 


(80) 


WAG StaTA vat faareahs 
Ise, FectasaraaTaad Aah | 
A Ig AagrareTATaRTATEML SFT 
Fa: Siaaigadtataar aggaiaa i <e 


In the Atharvasiropanisad, Siva when desirous of 
answering the question raised by the divine beings as 
to what exactly is his nature, explained unimpeded 
Lordship in him in a detailed manner. This expla- 
nation Siva gave, like Vamadeva and others, on the 
basis of the manifestation of the absolute nature of 
Lord Narayana who is his indwelling spirit. 


In the Atharvasiropanisad the following passages occur: 
“devi ha vai svargalokamagaman — te devd rudram aprechan — ko 
bhavaniti — so’bravit, aham ekah prathamarh asam vartami ca 
bhavisyami ca “ndnyjah kascit matto vyatirikta iti — So’ antarat 
antaram pravisat, disascantaram bravisat, so’ham nityo nit yah”? 

Fhe divine being’ asked Siva as to what exactly is his 
nature. To this Siva replied “I am the one being, who 


existed prior to creation, exists now, and would exist after 
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the dissolution of the world. Apart from me, there is no 
other being. The Supreme Being which is dnandamaya 
entered into the sheath of intellect which is jioa and which 
is inside the sheath of mind that is inside the sheath of 
vitality. Iam the one who exists as eternal and non 
eternal beings.” 


From this it follows that Siva is conveyed to be the 
Supreme Being and hence there is contradiction to the view 
that Lord Narayana is the supreme One. 


Our author answers the above contention by saying 
that the text ‘‘so’ntarddantaram pravisat” speaks of Lord 
Narayana as all-pervasive. Siva having the realisation of 
Lord Narayana in him refers to himself as the all-pervasive 
one. Thus it is only with reference to the manifestation of 
Lord Narayana in him, there is a description of Siva of him- 
selfas the all-pervasive one, This is analogous to the 
saying by Vamadeva who has realised the presence of Lord 
Narayana in him that “I,am Atman, I am the sun, etc.?” 
Thus the text of the Atharvasiropanisad does not proclaim 
the supremacy of Siva; on the other hand, it proclaims the 
supremacy of Lord Narayana who is the indwelling spirit of 
Si va. 


(81) 


ara: aaa sqaaraa- 
qeq afaeacaaa wate | 
TAG GAS HAFATT A: 
aise frase ganlgrerat il <2 


The word i#i occurring subsequent to the state- 
ment of Siva that “apart from me, there is nothing 


else” does not convey the sense of conclusion. It is — 
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because as in the earlier portion, in the subsequent 
portion too, there is a continuity of the statement of 
iva that, “I am both eternal and non-eternal” etc, 


In this verse an objection is answered. And that 
objection is: The text “*so’ntarddantaram” is the Upanisadic 
text. Itis not the statement of Siva. The statement of 
Siva is concluded when it is said “Apart from me, there is 
nothing else.” This we know from the presence of the 
word “iti” subsequent to the statement “nadnyah kascit matto 
ayatiriktah.” This leads us to conclude that in the text, 
“sah antardt antaran pravisat,” the word ‘‘sah” refers to Siva 
and not to Lord Narayana. Hence Siva and not Narayana 
' Must be taken as the indwelling spirit of everything, 


Our author answers the above contention by saying 
that the word “‘iti” does not convey the sense of conclusion. 
This we know on the basis of the subsequent text “I am 
eternal and non-eternal” which is specifically the statement 
of Siva. Hence the text “‘so’ntatradanta am” which occurs in 
the middle must also be the statement of Siva and not of 
the Upanisad. When Siva refers to “tat” then it should be 
Narayana and not himself, 


(82) 
aisat @d, alee Ala: semi 
ECG BOTA: SAT: | 
Né sialte: aanargara- 
tle SARI Amara gual 11 <2 
Since the sense of conclusion is unintelligible, the 


uti provides the reason (for the earlier Statement). It 
does not convey the sense of mode. The reasoning 
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provided is immanence of Narayana in all beings as 
stated by Prahlada, The statement nf Prahlada is 
wellknown in the Visnupurdna thus: “Since Narayana 
is all-pervasive, I am that Narayana.” 


The word iti must be construed thus: ‘‘so’ntar4dantaram 
pravigat iti ndnyah kaScit.” The meaning would be that 
since Lord Narayana is immanent in alt beings, the Supreme 
Lord alone having myself as his body is the all-pervasive 
one and none ¢lse, The reason for referring to the Supreme 
Being who has a soul as his body by. the term ‘l’ ie the 
immanence of the Lord in al] the souls, This our author 
substantiates by making a reference to the statement of 
Prablida in the Vissupurdna (l-14-85) which is as 
follows: “I am Lord Visnu, because He is all-pervasive 
and as such immanent in me.” 


(83) 


ay af Wa aa 
sata saty aiea saeta: | 
wene saiararey 


sfaaet, Bats TTA: Hh <R 


By the word ifi, the sense of reason is set forth. 
For the affirmation set forth in the statement “Tt 
alone existed” the reason is set forth in the statement 
“because (iti) there exists nothing apart from me”. 
The word iti may be easily understood in the sense 
of mode (also). 

The word iti conveys the sense of mode too, If this 


seps¢ is adopted the text. would mean 4§ follows: “I am 
always existent; there is no entity apart from me. It is 


thus: Lord Nardyana who has my soul as his body it’ 


immanent in all beings.” 
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axeaite: atseaueeatsat 
wears: Bish aaa | 
aeaai Aqsa alseazte- 
aaa Te AISA fae: See: W ce I 


The statement so’ntardt is that of Rudra. By the 
statement of Rudra so’ntarat, someone other than Rudra 
who is his indwelling spirit and is also of others is con- 
veyed. And that one is well known to be Lord Vignu. 


(85) 


gafral aaa agg, afi: alssaufiaatsa) 

a agaitehel aft a feca fbagaaae | 
tm wen etaactiar danke. 

Harta eaaey acaaefafe sasaa aearar |) <4 |) 


Let the iti in the text convey the conclusion to 
thespeech of Siva, let the statement so’ntardt be not 
that of Rudra. Even in this case there is no loss to 
our system, (The text would) mean) : Rudra has well 
realised through pure intellect, Lord Narayana who is 
the indwelling spirit of his self as well as the self of 
the others, This meaning is clearly set forth by the 
Vedic text (so’ntaradt) on the analogy of an intelligent 
man who is desirous of bringing under his: control 
another man. 
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The Parvapaksin (opponent) has stated that the word 
iti conveys the sense of conclusion of Siva’s speech. The 
statement ‘so’ntarat’ is not that of Rudra but that of the 
Upanisad and the text therefore would mean that sak — 
Lord Siva is immanentin all beings (antarddantaram pravisat). 
Thus the supremacy of Lord Siva is conveyed by this text. 


In the previous verses, the contention has been ques- 
tioned. In this verse, however, our author, adheres to the 
standpoint of the parvapaksa and states that there would be 
no loss to our viewpoint even if we admit the parvapaksin’s 
position. He says that the word antaradantaram means 
anandamayakosa_ which according to Visistidoaita is the 
Supreme Being, Lord Narayana. Rudra (sah) has well- 
realised (prdavifat) Narayana to be his indwelling spirit. 
sah rudrah; antarddantaram iti, anandamayavalli-pratyabhijiaya 
dnandamaya eva nirdisyate. pravisateh samyagavabhodarthakatoat 
sah rudtah jivantaryaminam bhagavantan samyagupasamhitavan 
iti so’ntarddantaram pravisat ityasya arthah- (Ratnasdint). 


This position our author explains on the basis ofa 
text from Canakya as follows: 


yasya yasya hi yo bhava tena tena hi tam naram 

anupravisya medhavi ksipram aimavasam nayet. 
“An intelligent person in order to influence the other man 
should know his likes and dislikes and conduct himself 
according to his moods,” Here the word anupravisya is 
used in the sense of “knowing well”. Following this, our 
author argues that the word “pravifat” in the Upanisadic 
text means “‘samyak~ anusamhitavdn.” 


(86) 


AA PATNA A SUT: 
aeaanTaaial agli carsifetseare: | 
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ascaattramfitas ge sae & eaten 
RqwTgamaNg feaagerTs era: | ck II 


In the Atharvasiropanisad the divine beings, after 
having listened to the statement of Rudra attempted 
‘to'praise his greatness. by saying that he is the Sup- 
reme Lord. The statements of Rudra are clearly based 
upon meditation upon Lord Narayana (his indwelling 
spirit), Therefore the statements of divine beings 
which represent the statements of Rudra have for their 
import Lord Narayana and this is proper. 


In the second section of the Atharvasiropanisad the 
divine beings praised Rudra as Bhagavan (yo vai rudrah sa 
bhagavan). This is followed by the statement of Rudra 
that ‘I alone existed in the beginning.”” We have earlier 
explained that the word ‘I’ here stands for Lord Narayana 
who has Rudra as his body, So the divine beings state 
that Rdura is Bhagavan; this statement might be under- 
stood in the sense that “the Lord having Rudra as his 
body.” Thus the second section of the Atharvasiropanisad is 
intent upon conveying Lord Narayana as the Supreme 
Being. 


(87) 
algeaasaat afeatgan 
AMA aq VGA | 
aad fas af g a afae- 
eahataamalad, aaa || <9 | 


(In the fourth. section) of the AtharvaSiropanisad, 


the terms beginning with Rudra are mentioned with 
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reference to the mystic syllable “om”. These terms 
are not capable of conveying Lordship of Rudra. 


In the fourth section of the Atharvasiropanisad medita- 
tion upon the syllable *‘om”’ ig prescribed. This syllable is 
significative of Lord Narfyana. It is described as Rudra, 
Iévara, Bhagavan, Isinaand Mahadeva, Our author states 
thet since ‘om’? signifies Lord Narayana and since the terma, 
Rufira, etc,, describe the, ‘‘om” the terms Rudra, etc. do 
not convey Rudra as the Supreme Being. On the other 
hand, they convey Lord Narayana only. See the following 
verse. 


(88) 


qmea: sareaqsatayfaeq: ofaad 
free axa aafa & ageafaza: | 
adoaaca: ferte ate areas 
sare: weakaaeaasr: |) ¢c |) 


The words beginning with Rudra and ending 
with Mahadeva which signify “om” that is signifi- 
cative of Lord Narayana are well explained etymo- 
logically (to referto Lord Narayana). This (etymo- 
logical) explamation of each word conveys the excel- 
lence of Om. This Om is the subsidiary to the 
meditative worship of Lord Narayana (having Rudra 
as his body) — the meditative worship which is pres- 
cribed later (in the sixth section of the Atharvasiro- 


panisad). 


One should meditate upon the mystic syllable ‘‘om” as 
répredenting Lord Narayana having Rudra as Hia body. 
This is prescribed in the sixth section of the Atharvasiro- 
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panisad, Hence words like Rudra, etc., are employed to 
describe the “om” and these words convey Lord Narayana 
who has Rudra as his body. 


(89) 
Ta aay Ura: wofasd afaaaah 
Sie: SAL ITA eHela ekaadtaeaaren | 
Terreatis ha Raargura esas: 
AlaRaaIn aerate ala segatana aa 1 <8 


In the AtharvaSiropanisad, the worship of Pagupati 
is enjoined for the removal of the bonds of Samsara. 
This must be understood in the light of what has been 
said in the first section of the Upanisad, namely, Lord 
Narayana must be meditated upon having Rudra 
as His body. In the case of Madhu-vidya, etc., Lord 
Nardyana is to be meditated upon as haying the divine 
beings as His body, As Vasu and other divine beings, 
Rudra also is being created, This is clear in the Veda, 
Wearing of the ashes is only subsidiary to the medi- 
tation of Lord Narayana having Rudra as His body. 


The Chandogyopanisad (111, 1-10) prescribes meditation 
upon the Sun, Vasus and others as honey. It is possible 
for men to meditate on the Sun and other divinities and 
not for the divinities upon themselves. They cannot at once 
be the meditators and the objects of meditation. This is the 
objection and it is set forth in the Brahma-sittra (1-330). 


The above objection is answered in the Brahma~siitra 
(1-3-32) by saying that whatis prescribed is the medita- 
tion upon Lord Narayana as their indwelling spirit. In the 
fame way, meditation upon Lord Narayana having Rudra as 


His body is prescribed here, 
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Sega erage: Geakiqa 
Aamakraaagaa: | 

aeahekaa a aller aga. 
Alamfasraenlaaqee |) Xe I 


In the sixth section of the AtharvaSiropanisad, wear- 
ing of ashes is prescribed as an auxiliary to meditative 
worship upon the Supreme Lord who has Rudra as 
His body. The wearing of the ashes is not applicable 
inthe case of the worship of Lord as having other 
deities as his body. This is similar to acquiring wine 
prescribed in a section dealing with the sacrifice 
entitled Sautraémant, 


Wine is enjoined with reference to a particular animal 
sacrifice entitled ‘Sautramani.’ This does not mean that 
wine must be offered in other sacrifices, In the same way 
wearing of the ashes is enjoined only when Lord Narayana 
is meditated upon having Rudra as his body. When Lord 
Narayana is meditated upon as having some other deity for 
His body, one need not wear the ashes- 


(91) 


As 


aracat Rrararania aadt ar sia: arate 
AAA wal TIsIHAa atsaesaa: | 

ain: areaaranntiata: arate: 

ast Cea: GasaHaM Byala aA 82 


Inthe Atharvasikhopanisad which is intent upon 
conveying that the cause of the world alone is to be 
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meditated upon, origination of Lord is set forth. This 
origination, however, is the incarnation of Lord accor- 
ding to His desire forthe welfare of the world. The 
Upanigadic texts which are intent upon conveying the 
cause of the world clearly speak of Lord Vignu as the 
cause of the world. And in respect of Him the word 
Sambhu is employed because He bestows happiness. 


The Atharvasikhopanisad begins by stating that the 
Supreme Lord who is the cause of the world is to be 
meditated upon. This text proceeds to say that Lord 
Visnu is subject to origination (brahma~-visnu-rudra~indrah 
Samprasidyante). Further the Upanigad says that the cause of 
the world is Sambhu, and He is to be meditated upon, 
(kdranam tu dhyeyah Sarvaisvaryasampannah sarvesvarah Sambhuh 
akasamadhye). From the above it follows that Lord Narayana 
is not the Supreme Being, 


Our author states that when it is said that Lord 
Narayana is subject to origination, what is meant is that 
God assumes a form of His own accord, And He is desig- 
nated as Sambhbu in view of the fact that He grants the 
supreme bliss to the living beings. 


(92) 


Sgraaaganyaiaaa: 
HAAG QaRasaka: | 

PASE: Shae SAAT BRNATAW- 
afaaoe eagtacaga Fea: 1 82 | 


Two kinds of meditative worship are prescribed 
inthe AtharvaSiropanisad and the Atharvasikhopanisad 
respectively with a view to secure liberation. In the 
Atharvasiropanisad, meditation upon Lord Narayana 
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having Rudra as His body is prescribed. In tho 
Atharvasikhopanisad, meditation upon Lord Narayana 
as present inside the space of the heart, as one who 
is the cause of the world and as one who grants 
happiness to the living beings is enjoined. 


(93-94) 

Se Bahadhar: gea gael Ra-zitaat- 

Aaa agatt necawmarat: faa aft | 

SHH aRITSINCATAN AA 

neat fife araahaa: da: Taratiga 1 83 


aaa ara aarerat fe qeagrraleararaal 
aaat fits aeaafaa: Barlt Bezaa | 

SR AG THAT TUTATEAIAT- 

areal f& saesamiaea afa Aelzetad tl $e Il 


It has been asserted by one thus: Vignu is referred 
to as Purusa while Rudra is referred to as Tsvara. 
The word Purusa stands for a servant, while the word 
Isvara stands fora master. In the same way, the 
words mahdpurusa and paramapurusa convey greater 
degree of servitude in respect of Vignu and the words 
maheSvara and parameSvara’ convey greater degree of 
Lordship in respect of Rudra. Hence Vignu cannot 
be the supreme Lord. Just as a sentient being is 
superior to an insentient one, in the same way Rudra 


who is Isvara is superior to Vignu who is only a purusa. — 


This is unsound: What is conveyed by an appel- 
lation is contradicted by stronger grounds like vakya, 
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ete. Hence by this appellation it is not proper for 
anyone to proclaim the excellence of Siva, On the 
basis of the names Indra, Mahendra, etc., Indra 
should then be considered as the Supreme Lord. Just 
as the word mahdorksa is conventionally used with re- 
ference to a small tree, in the same way the appellation 
Isvara is used with reference to Rudra. And, it does 
not convey its etymological sense (of Supreme Lord- 


ship). 


The prima facie view found in the verse (93) is 
rejected in-the following verse. 


If on the basis of words like Igvara, Rudra is to be 
considered as the Supreme Lord, then on the basis of the 
words Indra, Mahendra, etc,, the divine Being — Indra 
should be considered ai the’ Supreme Lord. 


The Pirvamimarhsa school frames a particular rule 
according to which vakya or sentence is more powerful than 
samakhya or appellation. (Pirvamimansasatra, 3+ 3-7). 


When viewed in this light, there are many Upanisadic 
texts which speak of Lord Visnu as the Supreme Lord. 
These texts are more powerful than samakhya or words like 
Iévara, etc., applied to Rudra. Hence Lord Narayana known 
through odkyas is the supreme being, while Rudra known 
by appellation—Iévara, is not so. 


(95) 
fe Sita: gealfeiiar ef aitatsta aaa 
Sita: eaifetat wat wali fe at enodantate | 


cera ea fe weyers 
nogacaaila fe afazeaala aodwa: 11 <4 I 
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A single word may convey two senses. And the 
two senses do not come under the same category. 
The word Purusa conveys the sense of jiva (and 
Vignu), Are we to say that Lord Vignu comes under 
the category of jtva? The word sthénu conveys the 
senses of Rudra and a post. Are we to say that 
Rudra comes under the category of a post? In the 
same way, the word dedrya conveys the senses of a 
brahmin and a‘carpenter. A brahmin thereby does 
not become a carpenter. The word Hari conveys the 
senses of a lion and a frog., The lion thereby does 
not become a frog. 


(96) 


Oa: Weahsg I sae 
fe a wa at Gear sia fe aaat | 
sia Rrareaeqatee aaa Fa 
eruarnarraenTaasay aaley |) $8 I 


The supreme Reality is referred to in the Upani- 
sads by the words prana, akaSa, etc. On this ground, 
the vital airs like prdna, etc., do not acquire the 
character of Brahman. Inthe same way, although 
the Supreme Lord is referred to by the terms like Siva 
etc., Siva does not become the Supreme Brahman as 
he is created by Lord Narayana like prdna, etc., and 
as he is subject to merits and demerits. 


(97) 
agamateea[s fa aialeat aa: 
ease facaassagtteslale: | 
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gRinisaieaia aed gfe 
epengdeatead aaatsia FAIA: || 89 


Although the import of the Vedic texts which are 
in vogue and which are protected is determined in the 
first section of the Brahmasiitra, yet the validity of that 
import must be determined only after enquiring into 
the Vedic texts which are now lost tous. This, how- 
ever, is not possible. The validity of the Vedic texts 
must be ascertained on the authority of the Sages like 
_ Kapila. The Sankhya system propounded by Kapila 
- is, however, not correct. The conclusions arrived at 
by Manu and others and our conclusions are identical. 
(This could be known by the study of the second sec- 
tion of the Brahmasitra). 


. (98) 
eareaiatatataan: 
earqaaaedaaaaag aalTa 
alaiqarfafeqaataa: earearafearara: | 
smectite aga a sofafteaqaa aqua 
HgMigraae aa Weg: FATA | S< II 


Some assert that the import of the text “One's 
own recension of the Veda must be studied” is that 
one must learn the Veda by rote. It does not lie in 
learning the meaning. According to this view the 
study of the Veda does not have for its purpose the 
knowledge of its meaning. When this is the case, 
there is no room for the controversy whether the im- 
port of the Veda is Lord Vignu or Rudra. This 


objection is wrong. The study of the Veda, no doubt, 
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is forthe purpose of learning it by rote. Yet the fact 
that it has an import cannot be denied. The Vedantins 
only admit that there is the injunction taat the Veda 
must be recited. This does not mean that the Veda 
does not have the import. 


(99) 
a: arate: afate: areaaaeqar 
are a fiacqnala fale: aa: Reed | 
agiaae saa aaal qeacanal fia- 
aa eifzaca acfrae: fe erenearefa: 11 33 i 


We shall ask those who consider that the Vedic 
text that enjoins the study of the Veda by rote thus: 
Does the Vedic text ‘*One’s own recension of the Veda 
must be studied’? have a meaning or not? (i) If it 
has, then all the other Vedic texts also havea mean- 
ing. (ii) If it does not fave, then they cannot say 
that thisVedic text enjoins the study of the Veda for 
the purpose of learning it by rote. Hence the 
criticjsmof the Mimamsaka does not stand to reason. 


(100) 
aS saa Tene Beles 
SHA A GAATARAT UAHA | 
AMaqAIsIN: Fassia HA- 
feat alafataga Susie aaritaa || 200 1 


The Mimamsaka raises the following question: If 
the study ofthe Vede is not enjoined for the purpose 


of knowing its meaning, then one would adopt the life 
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of a house-holder when one completes the study of 
the Veda without however knowing its meaning. Then 
engaging oneself in the performance of the duties of a 
house-holder, one will not find time to approach a 
preceptor and to serve him by bringing fuel, water, 
etc, This means: one cannot be enjoined to inquire 
into theimport of the Veda under a preceptor. This 
objection is answered by some clever VedAntins thus: 


(101) 
TAREE: aaa 
ase ergakasoaasra: Ear: | 
alg: maaqaduaar: ata feet 
wie teat 9 fragt: Rei qe: Arad ii 202 I 


Service to the preceptor is subsidiary to the injunc- 
tion regarding the study of the Veda. When the 
Vedic study is over what is subsidiary to it also ceases 
to exist. The disciple may perform the duties of a 
house-holder. It should not be said that the disciple 
would have no time to enquire into the meaning of 
the Vedic text even when the teacher is prepared to 
teach him. It is because when the preceptor who 
himself is a house-holder finds time to teach, the dis- 
ciple will also find time to learn. And the preceptor 
will teach him out of affection or with a view to get 
money or fame, 

(102) 


[aa afarafirarn | 


sfareaagtazraaeqaega ga | 
aft dqaaaeasadaieanearate: I 26% 1 
15 


http://acharya.org 


114 THE TATTVASARA OF SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 
( Arcttadyadhtkaranam) 


They are designated as Ativahikas, those who 
conduct the soul through the path of light. They are 
divine beings: Fire, the presiding deity. of the day, of 
the bright fortnight of a lunar month, of the six 
months during which the sun moves towards the 
north of the year, the Sun, the Moon, the presiding 
deity of lightning, Varuna, Indra and Brahma. 


If the aspirant pursues the means of liberation by 
being devoted to the performance of his duties and also to 
the human ends mentioned in the Vedas he will proceed in 
the path of light (arcirddi-marga) mentioned in the fourth 
chapter of Brahma-siéira. The path of light is the path that 
leads to liberation and one will be conducted through the 
path by Fire and other Gods, Of these, the presiding deity 
of lightning wil! be with the soul till the latter reaches the 
abode of God. (For details regarding the arciradi-marga, 
see “The Nature and Destiny of the Individual Soul in 
Advaita’”’ by Dr. N, Veezhinathan published in the Journal 
of the Madras University — 1975.) 


(103) 


[atone] (sgamrasttrer ) 


ase ag Tradteanat ata ae a a- 

Ad arsaqraatatiad simfa 3 aq: Ba | 
afionesmraftrergcncrraaarenaal 

agl agafiteqeage aaa fe f aa g°3 I 
[In the last Adhikarana— Jagadoyaparavarjadhikarana: | 


If it is said that servitude to the Lord would cause 
misery, then it is wrong. Itis because servitude to the 
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affectionate master, the Supreme Lord, in the state of 
liberation, could not cause misery. The Upanisads 
proclaim that that stateis characterised by the absence 
of misery. Servitude to the others leads to misery and 
this is accepted by us too, 


In the state of liberation, the liberated soul serves the 
Lord; and, this service, unlike the service to mortals in the 
mundane world, causes supreme happiness. 


(104) 


Ragas FAT 
aaaranaaiaadta: | 
Paranal feorart 
aga faaigara araene | 208 | 


The wise one who has the name Varada as an 
ornament, who is the grandson of (Varada-Vignu) a 
nephew of Sri Ramanuja and who is like the helms 
man of the ship in the ocean of Vedanta has com- 
posed this text, the Tattvasdra for the benefit of the 
world (of scholars). 
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